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House of Representatives
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. BLILEY].

f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 29, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable TOM BLI-
LEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

f

NUCLEAR WASTE CLEANUP COSTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from Ne-
vada [Mr. GIBBONS] is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 1 minute.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, can this
Nation afford the cost of cleaning up a
nuclear waste accident? A 1975 DOE
contractor report concluded that a se-
vere accident involving rail casks
could and would result in the release of
radioactive materials sufficient to con-
taminate a 42-square-mile area. If it
occurred in a rural area, the estimated
cleanup cost of such an accident would
range from $176 million to $19.4 billion,
and would require up to 460 days.

Cleanup after a similar accident in a
typical urban area would be consider-
ably more expensive and time consum-
ing, perhaps $9.5 billion just to raze and
rebuild the most heavily contaminated
square mile. Realize these figures can-
not include the intangible cost of a sin-
gle human life or the disastrous effect
it could have on the future of our chil-
dren.

Much more detailed studies are nec-
essary to safeguard against accidents
and their cleanup costs before we de-
cide to ship nuclear waste through our
districts. Think about it. Could our
cities, local communities and States
afford these horrific impacts? Remem-
ber that safety and science equals a
sound solution.
f

FEDERAL RESERVE RAISING OF
INTEREST RATES HAS MAJOR
IMPACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I am about to engage in an
exercise which is clearly second best.
The Federal Reserve Open Market
Committee a couple of weeks ago de-
cided that we were creating too many
jobs too rapidly in America and, fear-
ing that this would be destabilizing,
they raised interest rates. The Federal
Reserve Open Market Committee will
meet again in May and July, and there
is a very real prospect that they may
do this again.

No single set of specific decisions
taken, I believe, by anybody in the gov-
ernment so far this year or for the next
few months, will have the impact on
our economy that these decisions have
had. Yet, they will be going largely
undebated in this Congress because the
Committee on Banking and Financial

Services, which has under our rules ju-
risdiction over this matter, has refused
to have a hearing.

Specifically, the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. LEACH], the chairman of the
committee, has refused a request from
all but one of the non-Republican mem-
bers. Twenty-four of the Democrats
and the one Independent have written
to him and said, please, this is an es-
sential issue, let us have a hearing. The
chairman says to have a hearing, to
have a hearing on whether or not they
should continue to raise interest rates
to choke off growth would be second-
guessing the Fed and tampering with
its independence.

I wish we could have that hearing,
and I hope that the chairman will re-
consider, and maybe some of the ma-
jority Members will join us. But until
that time, we have no other option but
this. I say that because I am about to
engage in a one-sided debate with Mr.
Laurance Meyer, who is a member of
the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve. I would much prefer to have
Mr. Meyer in before us in a hearing
room so we can engage in a two-sided
debate. The chairman of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services
has denied us that opportunity.

What I want to point out, however, is
what now appears to me frankly the
equivalent of a smoking gun in our un-
derstanding of why the Federal Reserve
System decided consciously and delib-
erately to increase unemployment in
America. Remember, that was their
view. Unemployment, they said, at 5.2
percent was too low. They believed
they needed to get it back up. I think
5.5 is their target.

But here is what Mr. Meyer says; he
acknowledges that there was no evi-
dence yet of inflation. He acknowl-
edges that there was no excess utiliza-
tion, there was nothing that led him
now to see inflation. He thinks that it
may appear in 6 months to a year, and
that is why he wanted to cut it off. But
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acknowledging that he may have acted
unnecessarily, he gives this justifica-
tion; and this I think is central to this
debate, and it is why so many of us
want a hearing. He says: This involved
comparing the relative costs of two po-
tential policy mistakes, tightening
when such a move turned out to be in-
appropriate or failing to tighten when
a tightening would have been appro-
priate.

In other words, he says the better
mistake to make, if you had to make a
mistake, obviously you do not want to,
but we all recognize uncertainty, bet-
ter we should tighten when it is inap-
propriate.

Why? And here is what bothers so
many of us about this decision. We are
not talking hard economics here. We
are talking values. We are talking so-
cial policy, and it is not a decision the
Federal Reserve ought to be allowed to
make without full debate. He says: If
the Fed tightens and it turns out to
have been unnecessary, the result
would be utilization rates turn out
lower than desired and inflation lower
than what otherwise would have been
the case.

In the context of the prevailing 7-
year low of the unemployment rate,
that translates into a higher, but still
modest, unemployment rate, and fur-
ther progress toward price stability, a
central legislative mandate. He then
says: This may not be the best solu-
tion. I would prefer trend growth and
full employment. But then he says: But
the alternative outcome just described
is not a bad result. Indeed, it would be
a preferred result for those who favor a
more rapid convergence of price stabil-
ity.

Think about what Mr. Meyer has
said. An increase in the unemployment
rate is not a bad result, he says. It is
not his preferred result, but it is not a
bad result. That is hundreds of thou-
sands or more unemployed Americans.
That is a step that makes it much
harder to absorb welfare recipients.
When a Federal agency says that an in-
crease in unemployment is not the pre-
ferred, but it is not a bad result, that is
a serious problem.

He then goes on to acknowledge that
this would be a preferred result for
those who favor a more rapid conver-
gence to price stability. In other words,
he is acknowledging that some of his
fellow members of the Open Market
Committee, unlike him, not only do
not think this is a bad result, they
think this is a good result. We have
here an acknowledgment from one of
the Federal Reserve Board governors in
a speech that really was meant, I
think, as the official explanation that
he does not think an increase in unem-
ployment is a bad result, and that he
acknowledges that many of his col-
leagues in fact think this is the pre-
ferred result. They have decided that a
little bit of inflation is too much and,
if we can get to zero inflation with
higher unemployment, that is not a
bad result. Congress must debate this
policy.

REFORMING THE UNITED NATIONS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. STEARNS] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak about a topic of much
importance: Reforming and improving
the United Nations. I think the time
has come to look at this important
agency and make some changes. We
should not continue the status quo any
longer.

In 1996, 134,281 tickets were issued by
the New York City police to the United
Nations diplomatic and consular vehi-
cles. Almost all of those were unpaid.
The Nation of Russia itself accounted
for 31,000 unpaid tickets. Foreign Unit-
ed Nations officials have more of their
salaries and pensions paid by the
American taxpayers than from their
own country.

There is sort of a elitism that is ex-
isting at the United Nations. And
Americans are fed up with the elabo-
rate spending without some kind of ac-
countability at the United Nations.
That is why I sponsored legislation,
House Resolution 21, that expresses the
sense of the House of Representatives
that unless the United Nations adopts
certain reforms, the United States
should withhold financial support for
the United Nations and its specialized
agency until certain prudent things are
done.

Now, let me tell you what this is
about. I believe, first of all, we should
have a comprehensive, independent
audit of the United Nations and its spe-
cialized agencies. No. 2, an audit of its
functions to determine if these func-
tions can be carried out more effi-
ciently by other organizations, or per-
haps within the private sector. Prompt
and complete implementation of the
audit recommendations and the pos-
sible termination of New York City as
a permanent headquarters of the Unit-
ed Nations should also be considered.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps we could rotate
the location of the United Nations and
allow it to go to other countries. Other
nations could provide the head-
quarters. Implementing a rotation sys-
tem like I have suggested could create
a more efficient operation, I believe
and allow other countries to help with
the overhead costs. Prior approval by
the primary donor member countries
for peacekeeping operations is some-
thing we should have some control of.
We now need a more careful definition
and a more effective execution of the
United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ations in itself.

Last, Mr. Speaker, a lot of Americans
are concerned that the United Nations
is going to implement a tax on the
Internet, or perhaps a tax on worldwide
banking transfers. We should clarify,
completely clarify, for the American
people that absolutely no taxing power
or the right to raise revenues directly
on the American people can be imple-
mented by the United Nations.

My legislation is only the start of
changing and improving the United Na-
tions. I believe the time has come. The
time is now. I believe even the leader-
ship of the United Nations would agree
with some of my ideas. The people of
our country chose to change the party
in power in the U.S. Congress for the
first time in 40 years in 1994. I believe
the overriding reason for the historic
change was that the American people
wanted a smaller, more responsive, and
more efficient Federal Government.
They wanted Congress to reevaluate
every level and every aspect of our
Federal Government, and I think the
American people want the same thing
done at the United Nations.

Another fundamental area that
Americans wanted reevaluated of
course is our overall national foreign
policy. The world has dramatically
changed with the downfall of the So-
viet Union and the Warsaw Pact, but
our foreign policy has failed to react
properly to this change. There are dif-
ferent threats today in the world. The
United Nations has created a response
to horrors of the two world wars, but
that has changed.

We now see a world that is over-
whelmingly democratic, or implement-
ing democratic change, and a world
that is embracing free markets. It was
the perseverance of the American peo-
ple and the American leadership in
combating the evils of communism
that led to these changes. I think we
provided to the world the American
model of government and economics.
Why not have the United Nations pro-
vide a new model, a new pattern, in di-
plomacy and fiscal responsibility. The
United Nations should meet the new
demands of the world today and set
this pattern by reforming itself.

Outside of legitimate concerns with
some terrorist nations and North Ko-
rean, Iraq, and the threat of programs
from Communist China, the world has
been working. It is working to solve
problems on a day-to-day basis. It is
obvious to me and to many Americans
that we need a new pattern for the
United Nations, less bureaucratic,
more efficient, more fiscally respon-
sible; like we are trying to do here in
Congress. A permanent United Nations
based in New York City may not be in
the best interests of creating a new
U.N. model. The American people, the
American taxpayers, simply cannot
subsidize a group of elite diplomats in-
definitely without reform.

So, I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
my House Resolution 21. It makes
sense. The time is now.
f

JUVENILE CRIME
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. ETHERIDGE] is rec-
ognized during morning hour debates
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak on an issue that is im-
portant to all of us. On Sunday, April
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13, 20-year-old Kevin Pridgen stood out-
side a neighbor’s house on Glenn Road
in Durham, NC, in my district, just vis-
iting like many folks do on Sunday
afternoon. In an instant, after he had
been there just briefly, after 15 rounds
were fired by an assault rifle, Kevin
Pridgen lay in critical condition with a
gunshot wound to the stomach, a vic-
tim of a drive-by shooting two doors
from his own home.

The alleged shooter in this terrible
crime is reported to have been a 17-
year-old juvenile whom police arrested
and charged with assault with intent
to kill. Sadly, episodes like this out-
rageous crime are no longer rare events
but are increasingly part of the every-
day routine in communities all across
this country.

Over the past several weeks I have
taken the opportunity to meet with po-
lice officials in Durham and across my
district to discuss these disturbing
trends. Our brave law enforcement offi-
cers put their lives on the line every
day in service to the public interest.

They described to me the frightening
details, the dangers they and the gen-
eral public face with sharply increasing
rates of violent juvenile crime. North
Carolina’s finest tell me that the juve-
niles involved in these crimes are
younger than ever, while the serious-
ness of their crimes has never been
worse.

Statistics tell us that, despite the
fact that overall violent crime in
America is on the decline, youth vio-
lence is increasing. In fact, the latest
numbers in my State show that overall
violent crime is down by 5 percent, but
youth violent crime is up by 6 percent.

According to the criminal justice ex-
perts, they have projected that the de-
mographic changes will increase the
problems of violent crime of young
people in record numbers in the coming
decade.

b 1245

We must act now to protect our citi-
zens today and address the long-term
problems that are to come. I met with
law enforcement officials across my
district, sheriffs, police chiefs, small-
town cops, juvenile detention officials
and youth service providers. The mes-
sage I received from these officials and
from ordinary citizens comes through
loud and clear: We must take aggres-
sive action to stem the growing tide of
violent juvenile crime, we must crack
down on the most egregious offenders,
and we must equip local law enforce-
ment and youth services to meet the
variety of challenges of our juvenile
justice system. We must support Boys’
and Girls’ Clubs, YMCA’s and other ef-
forts to give our young people a posi-
tive alternative to the bleak choice of
the streets. We must have a balanced
approach of tough and smart efforts to
deal with the complex and growing
problem.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
desperately need leadership from this
Congress on serious issues like juvenile

crime. The voters of North Carolina
sent me to the people’s House to help
provide that leadership. I call on my
colleagues to join on a bipartisan basis
to fulfill that mission, in the name of
Kevin Pridgen and all our citizens who
look to us for leadership to address the
urgent issues that confront us in Amer-
ica.
f

TEXAS WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. BLI-
LEY]. Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 21, 1997, the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON,
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let us get the facts straight
on Texas welfare reform. In the spring
of 1995, the Texas legislature passed
State welfare reform. In July of 1996,
Texas tried to implement its welfare
reform and sent a proposal to Health
and Human Services. In April this
year, 1997, still no answer from HHS.
And guess who is holding it up? The
President of the United States.

The State of Texas simply wants to
enter into a public-private partnership
to streamline, integrate and consoli-
date its welfare system into a one-stop
center. This will not only help welfare
recipients, but save taxpayer dollars. It
is a forward-looking proposal that
would take 21 different State and Fed-
eral programs and combine them into
one.

No longer would welfare recipients
have to go from agency to agency to
sign up and receive benefits. It is one-
stop shopping to receive all the help
they need. It has been estimated that
this would save Texas taxpayers over
$10 million a month, or $120 million a
year. That is enough money to provide
additional health care to an additional
150,000 children in Texas each year.

Welfare reform in Texas has been
stalled out because the President has
been taken hostage by the labor
unions. Labor bigwigs see any type of
reform as antiunion regardless of
whether it helps children or not.

The President appears to be losing
support for his delay from his own Cab-
inet members. An April 4 memo to the
President from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, the Secretary of
Agriculture, and the President’s head
of domestic policy states,

We must give Texas an answer imme-
diately. The State has engaged in good-faith
discussions with various agencies for 9
months.

It is now 10 months. It has been near-
ly a month since that memo, and still
no answer. The reason the unions are
holding the President hostage are illus-
trated in this memo. There is a chart
at the bottom that lists three options.
The first is the Texas proposal. The
second is ‘‘the union proposal.’’ And
the third is the proposed administra-
tion compromise.

I was not aware and I am sure most
Americans are not aware that welfare

reform signed by President Clinton
called for union approval of State wel-
fare proposals. Since when do unions
get to submit proposals on State wel-
fare programs? I guess since they spent
millions of dollars helping the Presi-
dent get reelected maybe.

It has also been reported that the
Secretary of HHS was ready to release
a letter of approval to Texas but was
stopped short by the President. The re-
quest is now reportedly sitting on the
Vice President’s desk. What in the
world is it doing there? We are all con-
cerned that the administration is not
worried about our children or how the
program will help them; they are wor-
ried about the political relationship
with the unions.

I think we all took the President at
his word during the signing ceremony
for the welfare reform bill last year
when he said, ‘‘After I sign my name to
this bill, welfare will no longer be a po-
litical issue.’’

What happened to that promise? If
the administration puts the union’s po-
litical agenda above the real concerns
of the citizens of Texas, we will not
hesitate to go forward with legislation
to give Texas the approval it deserves.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Presi-
dent to do what is right. Many States
are watching so they can make the
same kind of commonsense changes to
their welfare systems. The President
should grant approval immediately so
Texas and all of America can make
welfare reform real and help the chil-
dren and needy families in America.
f

INVESTIGATION OF ILLEGAL
FUND-RAISING ACTIVITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I come to the floor today to discuss
with my colleagues serious issues
which have come up in the investiga-
tion that Congress has launched into
illegal fund-raising activities.

In the past few days, the White House
has blurred the issues by claiming to
have fully complied with our request
for relevant documents. This is just
not true, Mr. Speaker. The Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight
has not received all subpoenaed
records, and the White House counsel
has indicated that the President will be
asserting executive privilege over an
unspecified amount of documents.

The American people have a right to
know. After weeks of seemingly good-
faith negotiations with the White
House lawyers in which the committee
prioritized its request, the White House
refuses to provide all documents to the
committee. For weeks the White House
counsel said documents would be forth-
coming once a document protocol was
adopted, yet the committee’s April 10
adoption of a document protocol was
met with continued White House re-
sistance.
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The White House proposed an alter-

native document protocol essentially
putting control of subpoenaed docu-
ments into the hands of the White
House that is being investigated. We
are today involved in investigating al-
legations of illegalities of a very seri-
ous nature which must be addressed
without delay:

Did the Clinton administration sell
foreign influence overseas in return for
campaign contributions? The American
people have a right to know.

Was America’s national security put
in jeopardy by foreign money that may
have found its way into the Democratic
National Committee’s campaign cof-
fers? The American people have a right
to know. Did foreign governments fun-
nel foreign funds into the 1996 cam-
paign to influence the outcome? The
American people have a right to know.

How did a cast of characters, such as
John Huang, Charlie Trie, Chinese
arms dealer Wang Jun, purported Rus-
sian mob figure Grigory Loutchansky,
and convicted drug dealer Jorge
Cabrera gain access to the highest lev-
els of our Government? The American
people have a right to know.

Were there unlawful disclosures of
classified information to unauthorized
Democratic National Committee em-
ployees as the CIA inspector general is
now investigating? The American peo-
ple have a right to know.

I was optimistic after my first meet-
ing with White House counsel Charles
Ruff in February that the White
House’s actions during the last Con-
gress of delaying and withholding docu-
ments in the Whitewater, FBI files, and
the Travelgate investigations would
not be repeated. Yet, now, 6 months
into this investigation and a month
after the deadline for compliance with
the committee’s March 4 subpoena, the
President is repeating the same dila-
tory tactics of the past.

Many of the subpoenaed documents
which the White House has failed to
produce pertain to close friends that
the President has appointed to high
Government positions, such as Webster
Hubbell, John Huang, and Mark Mid-
dleton. These people have taken the
fifth amendment to our committee.
Other documents pertain to individuals
who have fled the country, such as
former Little Rock restaurant owner,
Charlie Trie, another Presidential ap-
pointee.

Last week we sent the White House
two narrowly targeted subpoenas for
documents dealing only with John
Huang and the Riady family, nothing
else. These documents were first re-
quested by the committee over 6
months ago. Mr. Huang is being inves-
tigated for alleged illegal activities in-
volving foreign governments and inter-
ests while a Federal employee at the
Department of Commerce and his DNC
fund-raising practices. Of the $3.4 mil-
lion Huang raised for the DNC cam-
paign during the last election, the DNC
has pledged to return nearly half of
that.

These two subpoenas were a real test
case of whether the White House was
going to cooperate with Congress or
not. The deadline was yesterday, and
the White House has not produced the
documents. My staff has spent hours
working with the White House to re-
spond to its concerns.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to enter
into the RECORD the chronology of the
Government Reform and Oversight
Committee’s efforts to get the White
House to turn over the documents re-
garding John Huang, which has been
going on since last October. My prede-
cessor, Chairman Clinger, issued the
first request for Mr. Huang’s docu-
ments on October 3, 1996. Six months,
numerous letter requests, and three
subpoenas later, the committee has yet
to receive all the documents from the
White House pertaining to John Huang.

Now we still need to obtain more doc-
uments that are outstanding and past
due that are related to Charlie Trie,
Webster Hubbell, and others. These
documents are also being withheld and
are important records we will be pursu-
ing in the coming days.

Mr. Speaker, the major purpose of a
congressional investigation is to illu-
minate the facts and not hide them.
Congressional investigations are by
their nature far different from a judi-
cial inquiry where a grand jury con-
ducts all matters secretly. Public dis-
closure of the facts is the essence and
in large part the purpose of congres-
sional oversight. The American people
have a right to know the facts in these
matters. The President committed to
provide all documents. I hope that all
Members, both Democrat and Repub-
lican, will join me in asking the Presi-
dent to keep his word and comply with
our lawful subpoenas and produce all
documents to our committee.

The document referred to is as fol-
lows:
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT CHRO-

NOLOGY OF WHITE HOUSE DOCUMENT/SUB-
POENA REQUESTS 1996–97
October 31, 1996—Then Chairman Clinger

requested ‘‘all records regarding Mr. Huang’s
activities’’ including Huang’s involvement in
trade or foreign policy matters, all of
Huang’s White House meetings and expla-
nation for Huang’s fund-raising activities.

November 13, 1996—Chairman Clinger re-
newed his request for documents pertaining
to John Huang.

November 1996–January 1997—Former
White House Counsel Jack Quinn sent out
memos to collect documents pertaining to
John Huang, Charlie Trie and other key
players connected with the illegal fund-rais-
ing allegations. White House made limited
production of documents pertaining to these
individuals.

January 15, 1997—Chairman Burton did a
letter request to the White House for records
pertaining to John Huang, Charlie Trie, Pau-
line Kanchanalak, and others. The due date
for this request was January 30, 1997.

February 6, 1997—Chuck Ruff met with
Chairman Burton and informed him that the
President was going to be fully cooperative
in providing documents and the President
wouldn’t claim executive privilege.

February-March 1997—Limited document
productions are made and much of informa-

tion provided was previously provided or al-
ready made public. Substantive documents
were produced in connection with certain
Senate nominations.

March 4, 1997—Chairman Burton issued a
subpoena to the White House due on March
24, 1997 for documents pertaining to John
Huang, the Riadys, Charlie Trie, Webster
Hubbell and others.

March 19, 1997—White House Special Coun-
sel Lanny Breuer wrote to the Committee
Chief Counsel: ‘‘I was heartened when you
expressed an understanding that the White
House anticipated making its production
after the Committee had adopted governing
protocols.’’

March 28, 1997—White House Special Coun-
sel Breuer again wrote: ‘‘. . .the White House
anticipated making its production after the
Committee had adopted governing proto-
cols.’’

April 10, 1997—Committee adopts a docu-
ment protocol for the handling and storage
of documents.

April 15, 1997—White House Counsel’s office
informed Committee that documents would
not be provided despite the adoption of the
document protocol. Documents pertaining to
categories 1–8 of the subpoena were gathered
at this point but the White House does not
want to turn them over and refused to pro-
vide a privilege log outlining the documents
that will be withheld. (Only limited produc-
tion of non-sensitive documents was made).

April 16, 1997—White House Counsel attor-
neys and Committee attorneys met to dis-
cuss obtaining the outstanding documents.
The White House objected to turning over
‘‘sensitive documents’’ and refused to com-
mit to providing a privilege log.

April 18, 1997—After extensive discussions
with the White House and the minority staff,
the Committee sent a detailed letter to the
White House prioritizing the March 4, 1997
subpoena. The Committee was told at this
time that items 1–8 of the subpoena were
gathered. Other priority items were identi-
fied pertaining to Webster Hubbell and Mark
Middleton and were requested by April 28,
1997.

April 23, 1997—White House Counsel met
with Chairman Burton to discuss documents
that the White House had not produced.
Charles Ruff committed to providing a privi-
lege log for documents the President was
going to withhold. Ruff was served at that
meeting with two subpoenas specifically re-
questing all documents pertaining to John
Huang and James Riady. (These subpoenas
were a subset of previously subpoenaed
records and were due to the Committee at
noon on April 28, 1997.)

April 28, 1997—White House failed to pro-
vide documents pertaining to John Huang,
the Riadys or Webster Hubbell and did not
provide a privilege log detailing withheld
documents, nor a letter from the President
asserting privilege.

f

BALANCING THE BUDGET SHOULD
BE OUR FIRST PRIORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. BALDACCI] is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, we
have been from the beginning of time,
seems like, trying to balance our budg-
et, trying to work on problems that
impact on American lives, trying to
make sure that children have health
care, that working families can be able



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1915April 29, 1997
to educate their children, provide
health care, and be able to provide an
opportunity for their futures.

We have many people within our
State that have to go elsewhere be-
cause they cannot find the economic
opportunities in our State. But this
continual haranguing as it deals with
this partisan fundraising as far as the
political activities that are going on is
derailing us from what our most impor-
tant mission ought to be, which is to
balance the Federal budget, to secure
it for future generations, not just our
generation, but our grandchildren’s
generation and thereafter.

But the continual sniping and par-
tisanship that has been displayed by
the House chairman of the committee
doing the investigation is doing a dis-
service to all Americans who are trying
to provide for their families.

I would encourage Members on the
other side of the aisle, as we try to
seek a balanced budget and try to do it
in a bipartisan fashion, that these
kinds of outrages and outbursts do not
serve anybody’s interest, especially the
public’s interest. And when I go home
every weekend, the people in Maine are
not asking me about the political fund-
raising that is going on at the White
House or in Washington, they are ask-
ing me what am I doing to make col-
lege more easily accessible to them and
their families so that they do not have
to go to the poor farm.

In our State it has gone from 75 per-
cent of the loan being a grant to 75 per-
cent of the loan being a loan, so they
get indebted and they do not go on to
college.
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We have got a lot of young people
who cannot endure those expenses. We
have got working families that are try-
ing to make do on the minimum wage,
but they cannot provide health care for
their families. Those are the issues
that are important to Americans.
Those are the issues that are impor-
tant to Maine people and those are the
issues that we as Members of Congress
that were elected to serve our people
and be a voice for our people ought to
be addressing.

I would encourage Members on the
other side of the aisle and those that
are interested in a bipartisan fashion
to stop all this political partisan snip-
ing and to focus on these issues so that
we can really tell the people of Amer-
ica and Maine some of the more impor-
tant things that are going on and what
we are working on and that we truly
are putting their interest, the public
interest, before the Democratic or the
Republican interest, the public inter-
est, because that ultimately is the oath
of office that we are sworn to.

These continuing partisan snipes and
outbursts serve nobody’s purpose. All
they do is further polarize parties so it
makes it that much harder to get to-
gether. In order for us to work with a
Democratic President and a Republican
Congress, we are going to need to reach

across the aisle. So these continuing
outbursts and investigations and par-
tisan sniping is not going to serve any-
body’s interest. They may help par-
tisan political interests, but that real-
ly is not the interests for which we are
here and elected to serve.

So while our time is here, we have to
remember that famous quote, that we
are not extraordinary people doing or-
dinary things. We are ordinary people
trying to do extraordinary things. In
order to do it, we have to continue to
remember that it is being done for the
public interest, not for the Democratic
interest, not for the Republican inter-
est, but the public interest.

I would encourage and implore my
colleagues on the Republican side to
work together with me to balance the
budget and put the interests of the peo-
ple first, not the interests of their
party.
f

ON THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 21,
1997, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BLILEY] is recognized during morning
hour debates for 1 minute.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Maine who
preceded me in the well that I appre-
ciate his remarks. It is time that we
get moving on the budget and that we
reach agreement.

But I would suggest firmly that he
address his comments to his leadership
in both bodies who have criticized the
President recently for his willingness
to work with the Republicans and to
reach compromise. I think that would
be more productive.
f

TODAY’S APPOINTMENTS BY
PRESIDENT CLINTON TO NA-
TIONAL GAMBLING IMPACT
STUDY COMMISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WOLF] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, today we
just heard that the President made his
appointments to the National Gam-
bling Impact Study Commission. I
would like to make a comment about
it.

Today’s appointments to the Na-
tional Gambling Impact Study Com-
mission by President Clinton, in my
opinion, tilt the balance of the com-
mission in favor of the gambling indus-
try. The purpose of the commission is
to conduct a study of gambling and
provide America’s communities with
objective information so that they may
make their own decisions about gam-
bling.

The President personally told me
that he supported the commission and
appreciated its goals. In a letter to
Senator Simon, the President wrote,
and I quote, Senator Simon, former

Senator from the State of Illinois who
retired last year, he said:

I deeply appreciate your efforts to draw at-
tention to the growth of the gambling indus-
try and its consequences. I have long shared
your view about the need to consider care-
fully all of the effects of gambling, and I sup-
port the establishment of a commission for
this purpose.

But that was before the casinos and
the gambling interests began contrib-
uting to last year’s elections. Today’s
appointments reaffirm how America
feels about this administration. It ap-
pears to be for sale to the highest bid-
der and in cases like this is fundamen-
tally corrupt.

The President of the United States
today failed the American people.
Today the President ignored all the
problems related to gambling such as
crime and corruption and cannibaliza-
tion of business and the breakup of so
many families.

The President turned his back on all
those desperate Americans addicted to
gambling who cheat, steal, or lie to
fuel their habit. The President today
willfully overlooked the suicides and
the family dissolution that comes with
gambling.

This is a sad day, I think, for Amer-
ica because the President’s actions
confirm the worst fears in that this ad-
ministration has made a bad appoint-
ment and has, I think, poorly served
the American people.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BLI-
LEY). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
until 2 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 5 min-
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.
f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. SNOWBARGER] at 2 p.m.
f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We are grateful, O God, for all of
those people whose attitude toward
their lives and the lives of others, and
indeed to Your whole creation, is an in-
spiration to us and to all who meet
them or know them. We are grateful
that Your gifts of faith and hope and
love inspire people not only to talk
about the opportunities and respon-
sibilities of daily living, but whose
lives are full of doing those good works
and deeds that benefit people and
strengthen our society. Bless them, O
God, and bless all people whose con-
structive spirit helps them and us bet-
ter understand and appreciate the
hopes and the fears of each day. This is
our earnest prayer. Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Kentucky [Mrs.
NORTHUP] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. NORTHUP led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ONE MORE SPECIAL INTEREST
RIP-OFF

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Question: How many
Federal directors does it take to run
the National Sheep Industry Improve-
ment Center? Answer: Nine.

Now, if this sounds like a bad joke, it
is, and once again the joke is on the
American taxpayer, because this sheep
center is going to cost American tax-
payers at least $20 million, maybe $50
million, and it is run by the very indus-
tries that it benefits.

Now, what is it supposed to do? Typi-
cal mumbo-jumbo. Listen: Promote
strategic development activities and
collaborative efforts; to maximize the
impact of Federal assistance to
strengthen and enhance the production
and marketing; infrastructure develop-
ment and on and on. Well, it gets my
goat, that is for sure.

This is one more special interest rip-
off that uses taxpayer dollars to do
what corporate America should do for
itself, and so the taxpayers keep get-
ting fleeced.

Mr. Speaker, I am introducing a bill
to eliminate this bad program. Let us
end this ridiculous bit of shear non-
sense.

f

AMERICA’S UNINSURED CHILDREN

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, Moth-
er’s Day is fast approaching and there
has been no committee action to date
on passing legislation to cover Ameri-
ca’s uninsured children. Last week, the
House Committee on Appropriations
failed to pass an amendment to fully
meet the President’s funding request
for the Women, Infants, and Children’s
Program.

According to the nonpartisan Center
on Budget and Public Priorities, 180,000
participants will be cut off from this
vital nutrition program by this Sep-
tember as a result of Republican ac-

tions. Even though the General Ac-
counting Office has reported that each
dollar invested in the prenatal compo-
nent of WIC averts over $3.5 of Medic-
aid and other spending, Republicans
felt that this prevention program did
not warrant their full support.

Last week’s vote on the Committee
on Appropriations sends the wrong
message to the American people. We
should be working to ensure that our
children are healthy and expand insur-
ance options instead of rejecting prov-
en preventive programs. Maybe the Re-
publican leaders will surprise us by
passing children’s health care legisla-
tion through the committee process be-
fore Mother’s Day. Democrats are wait-
ing for Republican leaders to join us in
helping our Nation’s children.
f

CREATING A BETTER AMERICA
(Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky asked and

was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, now is the time for Congress to
focus on our agenda. That agenda is
aimed quite simply at creating a better
America for ourselves and our children,
creating a better tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, that is exactly what
generations of Americans have done for
the past 200 years. Today, however, we
must recognize two obstacles to the
American success story. The first is
the juvenile justice system that is bro-
ken. The second is a legal system that
actually threatens volunteerism with
absurd lawsuits.

Let us think about, Mr. Speaker,
kids being safe, where every mother ex-
pects her government to provide a min-
imum of security for her children. As
for the second, volunteerism, helping
our kids in Little League, helping the
poor and the elderly, volunteering our
time at our churches, volunteerism is
as American as apple pie.

But lawsuits and manipulation of the
legal system threaten these activities
everywhere. Let us start by passing re-
form of the juvenile justice system and
volunteer protection legislation now.
f

HARSH NEW WELFARE LAW
(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, in 94
days the new welfare law will rip apart
the social safety net for hundreds of
thousands of elderly, disabled, and vul-
nerable legal immigrants. But today,
consider one such immigrant, just one,
a woman in my district in Chicago.

Sophia is a 91-year-old Polish immi-
grant. She is in poor health and has lit-
tle means of support besides her sup-
plemental Social Security. During
World War II, Sophia, then still in Po-
land, hid as many as a dozen Jews in
her home, saved them from certain
death at the hands of the Nazis.

Because of her compassion and cour-
age, Sophia received a unique distinc-

tion from the Government of Israel.
She received and was recognized as a
righteous person because she had given
others the chance to survive. Now So-
phia has received a notice from our
Government telling her that she is un-
worthy of Federal assistance, cutting
off her only means of survival.

We have 94 days to restore benefits to
legal immigrants like Sophia, to re-
store a sense of fairness and logic to
the welfare debate, to restore the prin-
ciples of compassion and justice. Amer-
ica should be proud to have immigrants
like Sophia and ashamed of our harsh
new welfare law.
f

COMMONSENSE FOREIGN POLICY

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker,
America gives billions to Russia. With
American cash, Russia builds missiles.
Russia then sells those missiles to
China, and China, who gets about $45
billion in trade giveaways from Uncle
Sam, then sells those Russian-made
missiles to Iran.

Now, Iran, with those Russian made
missiles sold to them by China, threat-
ens the Mideast. So Uncle Sam, who is
concerned about Iran threatening the
Mideast because of those Russian-made
missiles sold to them by China that
were financed by American cash, sends
more troops and sends more dollars.
Beam me up.

Now, if that is not enough to tax
your rubles, check this out. Boris just
signed a deal with those Chinese dic-
tators that makes NATO look like the
neighborhood crime watch.

Mr. Speaker, this is not foreign pol-
icy. This is foreign stupidity. I think a
little common sense would go a lot fur-
ther than all of these think tank ex-
perts and their advice.
f

WE MUST SAVE MEDICARE

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
may sound like a broken record, but
just 1 year ago I stood here in this well
and said we must save Medicare. I said
we cannot let this program that helps
so many senior citizens in our country
go belly up. Yet as much as many
things change, they sure seem to stay
the same.

Medicare is still on the road to ruin
and now we only have 4 years, 4 years
before it is bankrupt. In fact, because
of the President’s inaction, it is now
2001. At that time Medicare will be
$23.4 billion in the hole.

Perhaps the President may have had
too much on his mind with all of those
fundraising distractions last year. But
now the campaign is over, and it is
time to worry about our seniors who
need a healthy Medicare to survive.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1917April 29, 1997
So I would ask my friends, particu-

larly those on the other side of the
aisle, to join in this time to help us
fight, stop the games, stop the
demagoging. It will not help your cam-
paigns to put our seniors at risk. Let
us save Medicare.
f

HOUSE MUST ACT NOW

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, as a member of the House
Committee on the Judiciary and Sub-
committee on Crime, I rise today to
say to America, hatreds, no, terrorists,
yes. The Republic of Texas this past
weekend and the last couple of days
held hostage two innocent Americans,
two individuals who were guilty of
nothing other than rejecting their ter-
rorist activities.

Over 800 militia exist across the Na-
tion. It does us no good to not respond
to these unchecked fringe groups, vio-
lating the civil rights and constitu-
tional rights of Americans.

This House must act now. Among the
legislative inertia, we must respond to
militia that are organized across this
Nation to unseat this Government in a
violent way. We must now have imme-
diate hearings dealing with these types
of groups. We must pass my House Res-
olution that indicates and asks for vig-
orous enforcement of U.S. laws against
such militia and we must update the
database. We cannot stand for these
kinds of attacks on the constitutional
and civil rights of Americans.
f

COMMONSENSE REFORMS TO
REBUILD AMERICA

(Mr. NEUMANN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, what
American does not dream of creating a
better life for himself, his family and
his children. What American does not
dream of living in a community where
children are safe, the rights of all are
respected and people feel a sense of be-
longing to that same community.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you what Amer-
ican who achieves success does not feel
an obligation to give something back
to his community and make a con-
tribution to those who helped him get
there. What American does not feel a
duty to help those in need, a moral im-
perative to help those who face hard-
ships, misfortunes, and struggles in
their life.

Mr. Speaker, Americans have these
dreams, feel these obligations and
think about these challenges. The Re-
publican agenda is aimed at addressing
these very American ways of thinking
about our society. It is an agenda
aimed at commonsense reforms that
will allow people to pursue their
dreams, build strong families in safe
communities, and create a better

America for future generations. That is
our agenda. It is time for this Congress
to move forward and quickly act to im-
plement that agenda.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SNOWBARGER). Pursuant to the provi-
sions of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair an-
nounces that he will postpone further
proceedings today on each motion to
suspend the rules on which a recorded
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered,
or on which the vote is objected to
under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules but
not before 5 p.m. today.
f

WELFARE REFORM TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS ACT OF 1997

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1048) to make technical amend-
ments relating to the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1048

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Welfare Re-
form Technical Corrections Act of 1997’’.
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this Act is as fol-
lows:
Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.
TITLE I—BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEM-

PORARY ASSISTANCE TO NEEDY FAMI-
LIES

Sec. 101. Amendment of the Social Security
Act.

Sec. 102. Eligible States; State plan.
Sec. 103. Grants to States.
Sec. 104. Use of grants.
Sec. 105. Mandatory work requirements.
Sec. 106. Prohibitions; requirements.
Sec. 107. Penalties.
Sec. 108. Data collection and reporting.
Sec. 109. Direct funding and administration

by Indian Tribes.
Sec. 110. Research, evaluations, and national

studies.
Sec. 111. Report on data processing.
Sec. 112. Study on alternative outcomes

measures.
Sec. 113. Limitation on payments to the ter-

ritories.
Sec. 114. Conforming amendments to the So-

cial Security Act.
Sec. 115. Other conforming amendments.
Sec. 116. Modifications to the job opportuni-

ties for certain low-income in-
dividuals program.

Sec. 117. Denial of assistance and benefits
for drug-related convictions.

Sec. 118. Transition rule.
Sec. 119. Effective dates.

TITLE II—SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY
INCOME

Subtitle A—Conforming and Technical
Amendments

Sec. 201. Conforming and technical amend-
ments relating to eligibility re-
strictions

Sec. 202. Conforming and technical amend-
ments relating to benefits for
disabled children.

Sec. 203. Additional technical amendments
to title II.

Sec. 204. Additional technical amendments
to title XVI.

Sec. 205. Additional technical amendments
relating to titles II and XVI.

Sec. 206. Effective dates.
Subtitle B—Additional Amendments

Sec. 211. Technical amendments relating to
drug addicts and alcoholics.

Sec. 212. Extension of disability insurance
program demonstration project
authority.

Sec. 213. Perfecting amendments related to
withholding from social secu-
rity benefits.

Sec. 214. Treatment of prisoners.
Sec. 215. Social Security Advisory Board

personnel.
TITLE III—CHILD SUPPORT

Sec. 301. State obligation to provide child
support enforcement services.

Sec. 302. Distribution of collected support.
Sec. 303. Civil penalties relating to State di-

rectory of new hires.
Sec. 304. Federal Parent Locator Service.
Sec. 305. Access to registry data for research

purposes.
Sec. 306. Collection and use of social secu-

rity numbers for use in child
support enforcement.

Sec. 307. Adoption of uniform State laws.
Sec. 308. State laws providing expedited pro-

cedures.
Sec. 309. Voluntary paternity acknowledge-

ment.
Sec. 310. Calculation of paternity establish-

ment percentage.
Sec. 311. Means available for provision of

technical assistance and oper-
ation of Federal Parent Locator
Service.

Sec. 312. Authority to collect support from
Federal employees.

Sec. 313. Definition of support order.
Sec. 314. State law authorizing suspension of

licenses.
Sec. 315. International support enforcement.
Sec. 316. Child support enforcement for In-

dian Tribes.
Sec. 317. Continuation of rules for distribu-

tion of support in the case of a
title IV–E child.

Sec. 318. Good cause in foster care and food
stamp cases.

Sec. 319. Date of collection of support.
Sec. 320. Administrative enforcement in

interstate cases.
Sec. 321. Work orders for arrearages.
Sec. 322. Additional technical State plan

amendments.
Sec. 323. Federal Case Registry of Child Sup-

port Orders.
Sec. 324. Full faith and credit for child sup-

port orders.
Sec. 325. Development costs of automated

systems.
Sec. 326. Additional technical amendments.
Sec. 327. Effective date.
TITLE IV—RESTRICTING WELFARE AND

PUBLIC BENEFITS FOR ALIENS
Subtitle A—Eligibility for Federal, State,

and Local Benefits
Sec. 401. Alien eligibility for Federal bene-

fits: limited application to med-
icare and benefits under the
Railroad Retirement Act.

Sec. 402. Exceptions to benefit limitations:
corrections to reference con-
cerning aliens whose deporta-
tion is withheld.

Sec. 403. Veterans exception: application of
minimum active duty service
requirement; extension to
unremarried surviving spouse;
expanded definition of veteran.
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Sec. 404. Correction of reference concerning

Cuban and Haitian entrants.
Sec. 405. Notification concerning aliens not

lawfully present: correction of
terminology.

Sec. 406. Freely associated states: contracts
and licenses.

Sec. 407. Congressional statement regarding
benefits for Hmong and other
highland Lao veterans.

Subtitle B—General Provisions

Sec. 411. Determination of treatment of bat-
tered aliens as qualified aliens;
inclusion of alien child of bat-
tered parent as qualified alien.

Sec. 412. Verification of eligibility for bene-
fits.

Sec. 413. Qualifying quarters: disclosure of
quarters of coverage informa-
tion; correction to assure that
crediting applies to all quarters
earned by parents before child
is 18.

Sec. 414. Statutory construction: benefit eli-
gibility limitations applicable
only with respect to aliens
present in United States.

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Clerical and
Technical Amendments; Effective Date

Sec. 421. Correcting miscellaneous clerical
and technical errors.

Sec. 422. Effective date.

TITLE V—CHILD PROTECTION

Sec. 501. Conforming and technical amend-
ments relating to child protec-
tion.

Sec. 502. Additional technical amendments
relating to child protection.

Sec. 503. Effective date.

TITLE VI—CHILD CARE

Sec. 601. Conforming and technical amend-
ments relating to child care.

Sec. 602. Additional conforming and tech-
nical amendments.

Sec. 603. Repeals.
Sec. 604. Effective dates.

TITLE VII—ERISA AMENDMENTS RELAT-
ING TO MEDICAL CHILD SUPPORT OR-
DERS

Sec. 701. Amendments relating to section 303
of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996.

Sec. 702. Amendment relating to section 381
of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996.

Sec. 703. Amendments relating to section 382
of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996.

TITLE I—BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEM-
PORARY ASSISTANCE TO NEEDY FAMI-
LIES

SEC. 101. AMENDMENT OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT.

Except as otherwise expressly provided,
wherever in this title an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment
to, or repeal of a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of the Social
Security Act, and if the section or other pro-
vision is of part A of title IV of such Act, the
reference shall be considered to be made to
the section or other provision as amended by
section 103, and as in effect pursuant to sec-
tion 116, of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996.
SEC. 102. ELIGIBLE STATES; STATE PLAN.

(a) LATER DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF
STATE PLANS.—Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘2-year period

immediately preceding’’ and inserting ‘‘27-
month period ending with the close of the 1st
quarter of’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF SCOPE OF WORK PRO-
VISIONS.—Section 402(a)(1)(A)(ii) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)(1)(A)(ii)) is amended by inserting ‘‘,
consistent with section 407(e)(2)’’ before the
period.

(c) CORRECTION OF CROSS-REFERENCE.—Sec-
tion 402(a)(1)(A)(v) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(1)(A)(v))
is amended by striking ‘‘403(a)(2)(B)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘403(a)(2)(C)(iii)’’.

(d) NOTIFICATION OF PLAN AMENDMENTS.—
Section 402 (42 U.S.C. 602) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c) and inserting after subsection (a)
the following:

‘‘(b) PLAN AMENDMENTS.—Within 30 days
after a State amends a plan submitted pursu-
ant to subsection (a), the State shall notify
the Secretary of the amendment.’’; and

(2) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated), by
inserting ‘‘or plan amendment’’ after ‘‘plan’’.
SEC. 103. GRANTS TO STATES.

(a) BONUS FOR DECREASE IN ILLEGITIMACY
MODIFIED TO TAKE ACCOUNT OF CERTAIN TER-
RITORIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(2)(B) (42
U.S.C. 603(a)(2)(B)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If, for a bonus year, none

of the eligible States is Guam, the Virgin Is-
lands, or American Samoa, then the amount
of the grant shall be—

‘‘(I) $20,000,000 if there are 5 eligible States;
or

‘‘(II) $25,000,000 if there are fewer than 5 eli-
gible States.

‘‘(ii) AMOUNT IF CERTAIN TERRITORIES ARE
ELIGIBLE.—If, for a bonus year, Guam, the
Virgin Islands, or American Samoa is an eli-
gible State, then the amount of the grant
shall be—

‘‘(I) in the case of such a territory, 25 per-
cent of the mandatory ceiling amount (as de-
fined in section 1108(c)(4)) with respect to the
territory; and

‘‘(II) in the case of a State that is not such
a territory—

‘‘(aa) if there are 5 eligible States other
than such territories, $20,000,000, minus 1⁄5 of
the total amount of the grants payable under
this paragraph to such territories for the
bonus year; or

‘‘(bb) if there are fewer than 5 such eligible
States, $25,000,000, or such lesser amount as
may be necessary to ensure that the total
amount of grants payable under this para-
graph for the bonus year does not exceed
$100,000,000.’’.

(2) CERTAIN TERRITORIES TO BE IGNORED IN
RANKING OTHER STATES.—Section
403(a)(2)(C)(i)(I)(aa) (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(2)(C)(i)(I)(aa)) is amended by adding at
the end the following: ‘‘In the case of a State
that is not a territory specified in subpara-
graph (B), the comparative magnitude of the
decrease for the State shall be determined
without regard to the magnitude of the cor-
responding decrease for any such territory.’’.

(b) COMPUTATION OF BONUS BASED ON RA-
TIOS OF OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS TO ALL
BIRTHS INSTEAD OF NUMBERS OF OUT-OF-WED-
LOCK BIRTHS.—Section 403(a)(2) (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(2)) is amended—

(1) in the paragraph heading, by inserting
‘‘RATIO’’ before the period;

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking all
that follows ‘‘bonus year’’ and inserting a pe-
riod; and

(3) in subparagraph (C)—
(A) in clause (i)—
(i) in subclause (I)(aa)—
(I) by striking ‘‘number of out-of-wedlock

births that occurred in the State during’’
and inserting ‘‘illegitimacy ratio of the
State for’’; and

(II) by striking ‘‘number of such births
that occurred during’’ and inserting ‘‘illegit-
imacy ratio of the State for’’; and

(ii) in subclause (II)(aa)—
(I) by striking ‘‘number of out-of-wedlock

births that occurred in’’ each place such
term appears and inserting ‘‘illegitimacy
ratio of’’; and

(II) by striking ‘‘calculate the number of
out-of-wedlock births’’ and inserting ‘‘cal-
culate the illegitimacy ratio’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) ILLEGITIMACY RATIO.—The term ‘ille-

gitimacy ratio’ means, with respect to a
State and a period—

‘‘(I) the number of out-of-wedlock births to
mothers residing in the State that occurred
during the period; divided by

‘‘(II) the number of births to mothers re-
siding in the State that occurred during the
period.’’.

(c) USE OF CALENDAR YEAR DATA INSTEAD
OF FISCAL YEAR DATA IN CALCULATING BONUS
FOR DECREASE IN ILLEGITIMACY RATIO.—Sec-
tion 403(a)(2)(C) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(2)(C)) is
amended—

(1) in clause (i)—
(A) in subclause (I)(bb)—
(i) by striking ‘‘the fiscal year’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘the calendar year for which the most
recent data are available’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 1995’’ and in-
serting ‘‘calendar year 1995’’;

(B) in subclause (II), by striking ‘‘fiscal’’
each place such term appears and inserting
‘‘calendar’’; and

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘fiscal years’’
and inserting ‘‘calendar years’’.

(d) CORRECTION OF HEADING.—Section
403(a)(3)(C)(ii) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3)(C)(ii)) is
amended in the heading by striking ‘‘1997’’
and inserting ‘‘1998’’.

(e) CLARIFICATION OF CONTINGENCY FUND
PROVISION.—Section 403(b) (42 U.S.C. 603(b))
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘(5)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(4)’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (4) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs
(4) and (5), respectively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(6) ANNUAL RECONCILIATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (3), if the Secretary makes a payment
to a State under this subsection in a fiscal
year, then the State shall remit to the Sec-
retary, within 1 year after the end of the
first subsequent period of 3 consecutive
months for which the State is not a needy
State, an amount equal to the amount (if
any) by which—

‘‘(i) the total amount paid to the State
under paragraph (3) of this subsection in the
fiscal year; exceeds

‘‘(ii) the product of—
‘‘(I) the Federal medical assistance per-

centage for the State (as defined in section
1905(b), as such section was in effect on Sep-
tember 30, 1995);

‘‘(II) the State’s reimbursable expenditures
for the fiscal year; and

‘‘(III) 1⁄12 times the number of months dur-
ing the fiscal year for which the Secretary
made a payment to the State under such
paragraph (3).

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—As used in subpara-
graph (A):

‘‘(i) REIMBURSABLE EXPENDITURES.—The
term ‘reimbursable expenditures’ means,
with respect to a State and a fiscal year, the
amount (if any) by which—

‘‘(I) countable State expenditures for the
fiscal year; exceeds

‘‘(II) historic State expenditures (as de-
fined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(iii)), excluding
any amount expended by the State for child
care under subsection (g) or (i) of section 402
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(as in effect during fiscal year 1994) for fiscal
year 1994.

‘‘(ii) COUNTABLE STATE EXPENDITURES.—The
term ‘countable expenditures’ means, with
respect to a State and a fiscal year—

‘‘(I) the qualified State expenditures (as
defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i) (other than
the expenditures described in subclause
(I)(bb) of such section)) under the State pro-
gram funded under this part for the fiscal
year; plus

‘‘(II) any amount paid to the State under
paragraph (3) during the fiscal year that is
expended by the State under the State pro-
gram funded under this part.’’.

(f) ADMINISTRATION OF CONTINGENCY FUND
TRANSFERRED TO THE SECRETARY OF HHS.—
Section 403(b)(7) (42 U.S.C. 603(b)(7)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(7) STATE DEFINED.—As used in this sub-
section, the term ‘State’ means each of the
50 States and the District of Columbia.’’.
SEC. 104. USE OF GRANTS.

Section 404(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 604(a)(2)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, or (at the option of
the State) August 21, 1996’’ before the period.
SEC. 105. MANDATORY WORK REQUIREMENTS.

(a) FAMILY WITH A DISABLED PARENT NOT
TREATED AS A 2-PARENT FAMILY.—Section
407(b)(2) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(2)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(C) FAMILY WITH A DISABLED PARENT NOT
TREATED AS A 2-PARENT FAMILY.—A family
that includes a disabled parent shall not be
considered a 2-parent family for purposes of
subsections (a) and (b) of this section.’’.

(b) CORRECTION OF HEADING.—Section
407(b)(3) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(3)) is amended in
the heading by inserting ‘‘AND NOT RESULTING
FROM CHANGES IN STATE ELIGIBILITY CRI-
TERIA’’ before the period.

(c) STATE OPTION TO INCLUDE INDIVIDUALS
RECEIVING ASSISTANCE UNDER A TRIBAL WORK
PROGRAM IN PARTICIPATION RATE CALCULA-
TION.—Section 407(b)(4) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘OR TRIBAL
WORK PROGRAM’’ before the period; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘or under a tribal work
program to which funds are provided under
this part’’ before the period.

(d) SHARING OF 35-HOUR WORK REQUIREMENT
BETWEEN PARENTS IN 2-PARENT FAMILIES.—
Section 407(c)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 607(c)(1)(B)) is
amended—

(1) in clause (i)—
(A) by striking ‘‘is’’ and inserting ‘‘and the

other parent in the family are’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘a total of’’ before ‘‘at

least’’; and
(2) in clause (ii)—
(A) by striking ‘‘individual’s spouse is’’ and

inserting ‘‘individual and the other parent in
the family are’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘for a total of at least 55
hours per week’’ before ‘‘during the month’’;
and

(C) by striking ‘‘20’’ and inserting ‘‘50’’.
(e) CLARIFICATION OF EFFORT REQUIRED IN

WORK ACTIVITIES.—Section 407(c)(1)(B) (42
U.S.C. 607(c)(1)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘making progress’’ each place such term ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘participating’’.

(f) ADDITIONAL CONDITION UNDER WHICH 12
WEEKS OF JOB SEARCH MAY COUNT AS
WORK.—Section 407(c)(2)(A)(i) (42 U.S.C.
607(c)(2)(A)(i)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or
the State is a needy State (within the mean-
ing of section 403(b)(6))’’ after ‘‘United
States’’.

(g) CARETAKER RELATIVE OF CHILD UNDER
AGE 6 DEEMED TO BE MEETING WORK RE-
QUIREMENTS IF ENGAGED IN WORK FOR 20
HOURS PER WEEK.—Section 407(c)(2)(B) (42
U.S.C. 607(c)(2)(B)) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘OR REL-
ATIVE’’ after ‘‘PARENT’’ each place such term
appears; and

(2) by striking ‘‘in a 1-parent family who is
the parent’’ and inserting ‘‘who is the only
parent or caretaker relative in the family’’.

(h) EXTENSION TO MARRIED TEENS OF RULE
THAT RECEIPT OF SUFFICIENT EDUCATION IS
ENOUGH TO MEET WORK PARTICIPATION RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Section 407(c)(2)(C) (42 U.S.C.
607(c)(2)(C)) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘‘TEEN HEAD
OF HOUSEHOLD’’ and inserting ‘‘SINGLE TEEN
HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD OR MARRIED TEEN’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘a single’’ and inserting
‘‘married or a’’.

(i) CLARIFICATION OF NUMBER OF HOURS OF
PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATION DIRECTLY RE-
LATED TO EMPLOYMENT THAT ARE REQUIRED
IN ORDER FOR SINGLE TEEN HEAD OF HOUSE-
HOLD OR MARRIED TEEN TO BE DEEMED TO BE
ENGAGED IN WORK.—Section 407(c)(2)(C)(ii)
(42 U.S.C. 607(c)(2)(C)(ii)) is amended by
striking ‘‘at least’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘subsection’’ and inserting ‘‘an av-
erage of at least 20 hours per week during
the month’’.

(j) CLARIFICATION OF REFUSAL TO WORK FOR
PURPOSES OF WORK PENALTIES FOR INDIVID-
UALS.—Section 407(e)(2) (42 U.S.C. 607(e)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘work’’ and inserting
‘‘engage in work required in accordance with
this section’’.
SEC. 106. PROHIBITIONS; REQUIREMENTS.

(a) ELIMINATION OF REDUNDANT LANGUAGE;
CLARIFICATION OF HOME RESIDENCE REQUIRE-
MENT.—Section 408(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 608(a)(1))
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) NO ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES WITHOUT A
MINOR CHILD.—A State to which a grant is
made under section 403 shall not use any
part of the grant to provide assistance to a
family, unless the family includes a minor
child who resides with the family (consistent
with paragraph (10)) or a pregnant individ-
ual.’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF TERMINOLOGY.—Sec-
tion 408(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 608(a)(3)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘leaves’’ the 1st, 3rd, and
4th places such term appears and inserting
‘‘ceases to receive assistance under’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘the date the family leaves
the program’’ the 2nd place such term ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘such date’’.

(c) ELIMINATION OF SPACE.—Section
408(a)(5)(A)(ii) (42 U.S.C. 608(a)(5)(A)(ii)) is
amended by striking ‘‘DESCRIBED.— For’’ and
inserting ‘‘DESCRIBED.—For’’.

(d) CORRECTIONS TO 5-YEAR LIMIT ON AS-
SISTANCE.—

(1) CLARIFICATION OF LIMITATION ON HARD-
SHIP EXEMPTION.—Section 408(a)(7)(C)(ii) (42
U.S.C. 608(a)(7)(C)(ii)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘The number’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘The average monthly number’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘during the fiscal year or
the immediately preceding fiscal year (but
not both), as the State may elect’’ before the
period.

(2) RESIDENCE EXCEPTION MADE MORE UNI-
FORM AND EASIER TO ADMINISTER.—Section
408(a)(7)(D) (42 U.S.C. 608(a)(7)(D)) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(D) DISREGARD OF MONTHS OF ASSISTANCE
RECEIVED BY ADULT WHILE LIVING IN INDIAN
COUNTRY OR AN ALASKAN NATIVE VILLAGE WITH
50 PERCENT UNEMPLOYMENT.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In determining the num-
ber of months for which an adult has re-
ceived assistance under a State or tribal pro-
gram funded under this part, the State or
tribe shall disregard any month during
which the adult lived in Indian country or an
Alaskan Native village if the most reliable
data available with respect to the month (or
a period including the month) indicate that
at least 50 percent of the adults living in In-
dian country or in the village were not em-
ployed.

‘‘(ii) INDIAN COUNTRY DEFINED.—As used in
clause (i), the term ‘Indian country’ has the
meaning given such term in section 1151 of
title 18, United States Code.’’.

(e) REINSTATEMENT OF DEEMING AND OTHER
RULES APPLICABLE TO ALIENS WHO ENTERED
THE UNITED STATES UNDER AFFIDAVITS OF
SUPPORT FORMERLY USED.—Section 408 (42
U.S.C. 608) is amended by striking subsection
(d) and inserting the following:

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO TREAT-
MENT OF CERTAIN ALIENS.—For special rules
relating to the treatment of certain aliens,
see title IV of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996.

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO THE
TREATMENT OF NON-213A ALIENS.—The fol-
lowing rules shall apply if a State elects to
take the income or resources of any sponsor
of a non-213A alien into account in determin-
ing whether the alien is eligible for assist-
ance under the State program funded under
this part, or in determining the amount or
types of such assistance to be provided to the
alien:

‘‘(1) DEEMING OF SPONSOR’S INCOME AND RE-
SOURCES.—For a period of 3 years after a non-
213A alien enters the United States:

‘‘(A) INCOME DEEMING RULE.—The income of
any sponsor of the alien and of any spouse of
the sponsor is deemed to be income of the
alien, to the extent that the total amount of
the income exceeds the sum of—

‘‘(i) the lesser of—
‘‘(I) 20 percent of the total of any amounts

received by the sponsor or any such spouse
in the month as wages or salary or as net
earnings from self-employment, plus the full
amount of any costs incurred by the sponsor
and any such spouse in producing self-em-
ployment income in such month; or

‘‘(II) $175;
‘‘(ii) the cash needs standard established

by the State for purposes of determining eli-
gibility for assistance under the State pro-
gram funded under this part for a family of
the same size and composition as the sponsor
and any other individuals living in the same
household as the sponsor who are claimed by
the sponsor as dependents for purposes of de-
termining the sponsor’s Federal personal in-
come tax liability but whose needs are not
taken into account in determining whether
the sponsor’s family has met the cash needs
standard;

‘‘(iii) any amounts paid by the sponsor or
any such spouse to individuals not living in
the household who are claimed by the spon-
sor as dependents for purposes of determin-
ing the sponsor’s Federal personal income
tax liability; and

‘‘(iv) any payments of alimony or child
support with respect to individuals not liv-
ing in the household.

‘‘(B) RESOURCE DEEMING RULE.—The re-
sources of a sponsor of the alien and of any
spouse of the sponsor are deemed to be re-
sources of the alien to the extent that the
aggregate value of the resources exceeds
$1,500.

‘‘(C) SPONSORS OF MULTIPLE NON-213A
ALIENS.—If a person is a sponsor of 2 or more
non-213A aliens who are living in the same
home, the income and resources of the spon-
sor and any spouse of the sponsor that would
be deemed income and resources of any such
alien under subparagraph (A) shall be divided
into a number of equal shares equal to the
number of such aliens, and the State shall
deem the income and resources of each such
alien to include 1 such share.

‘‘(2) INELIGIBILITY OF NON-213A ALIENS SPON-
SORED BY AGENCIES; EXCEPTION.—A non-213A
alien whose sponsor is or was a public or pri-
vate agency shall be ineligible for assistance
under a State program funded under this
part, during a period of 3 years after the
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alien enters the United States, unless the
State agency administering the program de-
termines that the sponsor either no longer
exists or has become unable to meet the
alien’s needs.

‘‘(3) INFORMATION PROVISIONS.—
‘‘(A) DUTIES OF NON-213A ALIENS.—A non-

213A alien, as a condition of eligibility for
assistance under a State program funded
under this part during the period of 3 years
after the alien enters the United States,
shall be required to provide to the State
agency administering the program—

‘‘(i) such information and documentation
with respect to the alien’s sponsor as may be
necessary in order for the State agency to
make any determination required under this
subsection, and to obtain any cooperation
from the sponsor necessary for any such de-
termination; and

‘‘(ii) such information and documentation
as the State agency may request and which
the alien or the alien’s sponsor provided in
support of the alien’s immigration applica-
tion.

‘‘(B) DUTIES OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—The
Secretary shall enter into agreements with
the Secretary of State and the Attorney
General under which any information avail-
able to them and required in order to make
any determination under this subsection will
be provided by them to the Secretary (who
may, in turn, make the information avail-
able, upon request, to a concerned State
agency).

‘‘(4) NON-213A ALIEN DEFINED.—An alien is a
non-213A alien for purposes of this sub-
section if the affidavit of support or similar
agreement with respect to the alien that was
executed by the sponsor of the alien’s entry
into the United States was executed other
than pursuant to section 213A of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act.

‘‘(5) INAPPLICABILITY TO ALIEN MINOR SPON-
SORED BY A PARENT.—This subsection shall
not apply to an alien who is a minor child if
the sponsor of the alien or any spouse of the
sponsor is a parent of the alien.

‘‘(6) INAPPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN CAT-
EGORIES OF ALIENS.—This subsection shall
not apply to an alien who is—

‘‘(A) admitted to the United States as a
refugee under section 207 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act;

‘‘(B) paroled into the United States under
section 212(d)(5) of such Act for a period of at
least 1 year; or

‘‘(C) granted political asylum by the Attor-
ney General under section 208 of such Act.’’.
SEC. 107. PENALTIES.

(a) STATES GIVEN MORE TIME TO FILE
QUARTERLY REPORTS.—Section 409(a)(2)(A)
(42 U.S.C. 609(a)(2)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘1 month’’ and inserting ‘‘45 days’’.

(b) TREATMENT OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS
PASSED THROUGH TO FAMILIES AS QUALIFIED
STATE EXPENDITURES.—Section
409(a)(7)(B)(i)(I)(aa) (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(7)(B)(i)(I)(aa)) is amended by inserting
‘‘, including any amount collected by the
State as support pursuant to a plan approved
under part D, on behalf of a family receiving
assistance under the State program funded
under this part, that is distributed to the
family under section 457(a)(1)(B) and dis-
regarded in determining the eligibility of the
family for, and the amount of, such assist-
ance’’ before the period.

(c) DISREGARD OF EXPENDITURES MADE TO
REPLACE PENALTY GRANT REDUCTIONS.—Sec-
tion 409(a)(7)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(7)(B)(i)) is
amended by redesignating subclause (III) as
subclause (IV) and by inserting after sub-
clause (II) the following:

‘‘(III) EXCLUSION OF AMOUNTS EXPENDED TO
REPLACE PENALTY GRANT REDUCTIONS.—Such
term does not include any amount expended
in order to comply with paragraph (12).’’.

(d) TREATMENT OF FAMILIES OF CERTAIN
ALIENS AS ELIGIBLE FAMILIES.—Section
409(a)(7)(B)(i)(IV) (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(7)(B)(i)(IV)), as so redesignated by sub-
section (c) of this section, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and families’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘families’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘Act or section 402’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Act, and families of aliens lawfully
present in the United States that would be
eligible for such assistance but for the appli-
cation of title IV’’.

(e) ELIMINATION OF MEANINGLESS LAN-
GUAGE.—Section 409(a)(7)(B)(ii) (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(7)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘‘re-
duced (if appropriate) in accordance with
subparagraph (C)(ii)’’.

(f) CLARIFICATION OF SOURCE OF DATA TO
BE USED IN DETERMINING HISTORIC STATE EX-
PENDITURES.—Section 409(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(7)(B)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(v) SOURCE OF DATA.—In determining ex-
penditures by a State for fiscal years 1994
and 1995, the Secretary shall use information
which was reported by the State on ACF
Form 231 or (in the case of expenditures
under part F) ACF Form 331, available as of
the dates specified in clauses (ii) and (iii) of
section 403(a)(1)(D).’’.

(g) CLARIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES TO BE
EXCLUDED IN DETERMINING HISTORIC STATE
EXPENDITURES.—Section 409(a)(7)(B)(iv) (42
U.S.C. 609(a)(7)(B)(iv)) is amended—

(1) in subclause (IV), by striking ‘‘under
Federal programs’’;

(2) by striking subclause (III) and redesig-
nating subclause (IV) as subclause (III); and

(3) in the 2nd sentence—
(A) by striking ‘‘(IV)’’ and inserting

‘‘(III)’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘an amount equal to’’; and
(C) by striking ‘‘that equal’’ and inserting

‘‘that equals’’.
(h) CONFORMING TITLE IV–A PENALTIES TO

TITLE IV–D PERFORMANCE-BASED STAND-
ARDS.—Section 409(a)(8) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(8)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(8) NONCOMPLIANCE OF STATE CHILD SUP-
PORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM WITH REQUIRE-
MENTS OF PART D.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary finds,
with respect to a State’s program under part
D, in a fiscal year beginning on or after Oc-
tober 1, 1997—

‘‘(i)(I) on the basis of data submitted by a
State pursuant to section 454(15)(B), or on
the basis of the results of a review conducted
under section 452(a)(4), that the State pro-
gram failed to achieve the paternity estab-
lishment percentages (as defined in section
452(g)(2)), or to meet other performance
measures that may be established by the
Secretary;

‘‘(II) on the basis of the results of an audit
or audits conducted under section
452(a)(4)(C)(i) that the State data submitted
pursuant to section 454(15)(B) is incomplete
or unreliable; or

‘‘(III) on the basis of the results of an audit
or audits conducted under section 452(a)(4)(C)
that a State failed to substantially comply
with 1 or more of the requirements of part D;
and

‘‘(ii) that, with respect to the succeeding
fiscal year—

‘‘(I) the State failed to take sufficient cor-
rective action to achieve the appropriate
performance levels or compliance as de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(i); or

‘‘(II) the data submitted by the State pur-
suant to section 454(15)(B) is incomplete or
unreliable;

the amounts otherwise payable to the State
under this part for quarters following the
end of such succeeding fiscal year, prior to
quarters following the end of the first quar-

ter throughout which the State program has
achieved the paternity establishment per-
centages or other performance measures as
described in subparagraph (A)(i)(I), or is in
substantial compliance with 1 or more of the
requirements of part D as described in sub-
paragraph (A)(i)(III), as appropriate, shall be
reduced by the percentage specified in sub-
paragraph (B).

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTIONS.—The reduc-
tions required under subparagraph (A) shall
be—

‘‘(i) not less than 1 nor more than 2 per-
cent;

‘‘(ii) not less than 2 nor more than 3 per-
cent, if the finding is the 2nd consecutive
finding made pursuant to subparagraph (A);
or

‘‘(iii) not less than 3 nor more than 5 per-
cent, if the finding is the 3rd or a subsequent
consecutive such finding.

‘‘(C) DISREGARD OF NONCOMPLIANCE WHICH IS
OF A TECHNICAL NATURE.—For purposes of
this section and section 452(a)(4), a State de-
termined as a result of an audit—

‘‘(i) to have failed to have substantially
complied with 1 or more of the requirements
of part D shall be determined to have
achieved substantial compliance only if the
Secretary determines that the extent of the
noncompliance is of a technical nature
which does not adversely affect the perform-
ance of the State’s program under part D; or

‘‘(ii) to have submitted incomplete or unre-
liable data pursuant to section 454(15)(B)
shall be determined to have submitted ade-
quate data only if the Secretary determines
that the extent of the incompleteness or
unreliability of the data is of a technical na-
ture which does not adversely affect the de-
termination of the level of the State’s pater-
nity establishment percentages (as defined
under section 452(g)(2)) or other performance
measures that may be established by the
Secretary.’’.

(i) CORRECTION OF REFERENCE TO 5-YEAR
LIMIT ON ASSISTANCE.—Section 409(a)(9) (42
U.S.C. 609(a)(9)) is amended by striking
‘‘408(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘408(a)(7)’’.

(j) CORRECTION OF ERRORS IN PENALTY FOR
FAILURE TO MEET MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
REQUIREMENT APPLICABLE TO THE CONTIN-
GENCY FUND.—Section 409(a)(10) (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(10)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘the expenditures under the
State program funded under this part for the
fiscal year (excluding any amounts made
available by the Federal Government)’’ and
inserting ‘‘the qualified State expenditures
(as defined in paragraph (7)(B)(i) (other than
the expenditures described in subclause
(I)(bb) of that paragraph)) under the State
program funded under this part for the fiscal
year’’;

(2) by inserting ‘‘excluding any amount ex-
pended by the State for child care under sub-
section (g) or (i) of section 402 (as in effect
during fiscal year 1994) for fiscal year 1994,’’
after ‘‘(as defined in paragraph (7)(B)(iii) of
this subsection),’’; and

(3) by inserting ‘‘that the State has not re-
mitted under section 403(b)(6)’’ before the pe-
riod.

(k) PENALTY FOR STATE FAILURE TO EXPEND
ADDITIONAL STATE FUNDS TO REPLACE GRANT
REDUCTIONS.—Section 409(a)(12) (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(12)) is amended—

(1) in the heading—
(A) by striking ‘‘FAILURE’’ and inserting

‘‘REQUIREMENT’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘REDUCTIONS’’ and inserting

‘‘REDUCTIONS; PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO DO
SO’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘, and if the State fails to
do so, the Secretary may reduce the grant
payable to the State under section 403(a)(1)
for the fiscal year that follows such succeed-
ing fiscal year by an amount equal to not



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1921April 29, 1997
more than 2 percent of the State family as-
sistance grant’’ before the period.

(l) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN REASONABLE
CAUSE EXCEPTIONS.—Section 409(b)(2) (42
U.S.C. 609(b)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘(7)
or (8)’’ and inserting ‘‘(6), (7), (8), (10), or
(12)’’.

(m) CLARIFICATION OF WHAT IT MEANS TO
CORRECT A VIOLATION.—Section 409(c) (42
U.S.C. 609(c)) is amended—

(1) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of
paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or discontinue,
as appropriate,’’ after ‘‘correct’’;

(2) in paragraph (2)—
(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘OR DIS-

CONTINUING’’ after ‘‘CORRECTING’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘or discontinues, as appro-

priate’’ after ‘‘corrects’’; and
(3) in paragraph (3)—
(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘OR DIS-

CONTINUE’’ after ‘‘CORRECT’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘or discontinue, as appro-

priate,’’ before ‘‘the violation’’.
(n) CERTAIN PENALTIES NOT AVOIDABLE

THROUGH CORRECTIVE COMPLIANCE PLANS.—
Section 409(c)(4) (42 U.S.C. 609(c)(4)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(4) INAPPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN PEN-
ALTIES.—This subsection shall not apply to
the imposition of a penalty against a State
under paragraph (6), (7), (8), (10), or (12) of
subsection (a).’’.
SEC. 108. DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.

Section 411(a) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the

following:
‘‘(ii) Whether a child receiving such assist-

ance or an adult in the family is receiving—
‘‘(I) disability insurance benefits under

section 223;
‘‘(II) benefits based on disability under sec-

tion 202;
‘‘(III) aid under a State plan approved

under title XIV (as in effect without regard
to the amendment made by section 301 of the
Social Security Amendments of 1972));

‘‘(IV) aid or assistance under a State plan
approved under title XVI (as in effect with-
out regard to such amendment) by reason of
being permanently and totally disabled; or

‘‘(V) supplemental security income bene-
fits under title XVI (as in effect pursuant to
such amendment) by reason of disability.’’;

(ii) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘youngest
child in’’ and inserting ‘‘head of’’;

(iii) in each of clauses (vii) and (viii), by
striking ‘‘status’’ and inserting ‘‘level’’; and

(iv) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(xvii) With respect to each individual in

the family who has not attained 20 years of
age, whether the individual is a parent of a
child in the family.’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B)—
(i) in the heading, by striking ‘‘ESTIMATES’’

and inserting ‘‘SAMPLES’’; and
(ii) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘an estimate

which is obtained’’ and inserting
‘‘disaggregated case record information on a
sample of families selected’’; and

(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-
graph (7) and inserting after paragraph (5)
the following:

‘‘(6) REPORT ON FAMILIES RECEIVING ASSIST-
ANCE.—The report required by paragraph (1)
for a fiscal quarter shall include for each
month in the quarter the number of families
and individuals receiving assistance under
the State program funded under this part
(including the number of 2-parent and 1-par-
ent families), and the total dollar value of
such assistance received by all families.’’.
SEC. 109. DIRECT FUNDING AND ADMINISTRA-

TION BY INDIAN TRIBES.
(a) PRORATING OF TRIBAL FAMILY ASSIST-

ANCE GRANTS.—Section 412(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C.

612(a)(1)(A)) is amended by inserting ‘‘which
shall be reduced for a fiscal year, on a pro
rata basis for each quarter, in the case of a
tribal family assistance plan approved dur-
ing a fiscal year for which the plan is to be
in effect,’’ before ‘‘and shall’’.

(b) TRIBAL OPTION TO OPERATE WORK AC-
TIVITIES PROGRAM.—Section 412(a)(2)(A) (42
U.S.C. 612(a)(2)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘The Secretary’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘For each of
fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and
2002, the Secretary shall pay to each eligible
Indian tribe that proposes to operate a pro-
gram described in subparagraph (C)’’.

(c) DISCRETION OF TRIBES TO SELECT POPU-
LATION TO BE SERVED BY TRIBAL WORK AC-
TIVITIES PROGRAM.—Section 412(a)(2)(C) (42
U.S.C. 612(a)(2)(C)) is amended by striking
‘‘members of the Indian tribe’’ and inserting
‘‘such population and such service area or
areas as the tribe specifies’’.

(d) REDUCTION OF APPROPRIATION FOR TRIB-
AL WORK ACTIVITIES PROGRAMS.—Section
412(a)(2)(D) (42 U.S.C. 612(a)(2)(D)) is amended
by striking ‘‘$7,638,474’’ and inserting
‘‘$7,633,287’’.

(e) AVAILABILITY OF CORRECTIVE COMPLI-
ANCE PLANS TO INDIAN TRIBES.—Section
412(f)(1) (42 U.S.C. 612(f)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘‘and (b)’’ and inserting ‘‘(b), and
(c)’’.

(f) ELIGIBILITY OF TRIBES FOR FEDERAL
LOANS FOR WELFARE PROGRAMS.—Section 412
(42 U.S.C. 612) is amended by redesignating
subsections (f), (g), and (h) as subsections (g),
(h), and (i), respectively, and by inserting
after subsection (e) the following:

‘‘(f) ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL LOANS.—Sec-
tion 406 shall apply to an Indian tribe with
an approved tribal assistance plan in the
same manner as such section applies to a
State, except that section 406(c) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘section 412(a)’ for ‘sec-
tion 403(a)’.’’.
SEC. 110. RESEARCH, EVALUATIONS, AND NA-

TIONAL STUDIES.
(a) RESEARCH.—
(1) METHODS.—Section 413(a) (42 U.S.C.

613(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, directly or
through grants, contracts, or interagency
agreements,’’ before ‘‘shall conduct’’.

(2) CORRECTION OF CROSS REFERENCE.—Sec-
tion 413(a) (42 U.S.C. 613(a)) is amended by
striking ‘‘409’’ and inserting ‘‘407’’.

(b) CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUSLY INDENTED
PARAGRAPH.—Section 413(e)(1) (42 U.S.C.
613(e)(1)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall an-
nually rank States to which grants are made
under section 403 based on the following
ranking factors:

‘‘(A) ABSOLUTE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK RATIOS.—
The ratio represented by—

‘‘(i) the total number of out-of-wedlock
births in families receiving assistance under
the State program under this part in the
State for the most recent year for which in-
formation is available; over

‘‘(ii) the total number of births in families
receiving assistance under the State pro-
gram under this part in the State for the
year.

‘‘(B) NET CHANGES IN THE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK
RATIO.—The difference between the ratio de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) with respect to a
State for the most recent year for which
such information is available and the ratio
with respect to the State for the imme-
diately preceding year.’’.

(c) FUNDING OF PRIOR AUTHORIZED DEM-
ONSTRATIONS.—Section 413(h)(1)(D) (42 U.S.C.
613(h)(1)(D)) is amended by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘August 22,
1996’’.

(d) CHILD POVERTY REPORTS.—
(1) DELAYED DUE DATE FOR INITIAL RE-

PORT.—Section 413(i)(1) (42 U.S.C. 613(i)(1)) is

amended by striking ‘‘90 days after the date
of the enactment of this part’’ and inserting
‘‘November 30, 1997’’.

(2) MODIFICATION OF FACTORS TO BE USED IN
ESTABLISHING METHODOLOGY FOR USE IN DE-
TERMINING CHILD POVERTY RATES.—Section
413(i)(5) (42 U.S.C. 613(i)(5)) is amended by
striking ‘‘the county-by-county’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, to the extent available, county-by-
county’’.
SEC. 111. REPORT ON DATA PROCESSING.

Section 106(a)(1) of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110
Stat. 2164) is amended by striking ‘‘(whether
in effect before or after October 1, 1995)’’.
SEC. 112. STUDY ON ALTERNATIVE OUTCOMES

MEASURES.
Section 107(a) of the Personal Responsibil-

ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2164)
is amended by striking ‘‘409(a)(7)(C)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘408(a)(7)(C)’’.
SEC. 113. LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS TO THE

TERRITORIES.
(a) CERTAIN PAYMENTS TO BE DISREGARDED

IN DETERMINING LIMITATION.—Section 1108(a)
(42 U.S.C. 1308) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO
EACH TERRITORY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act (except for para-
graph (2) of this subsection), the total
amount certified by the Secretary of Health
and Human Services under titles I, X, XIV,
and XVI, under parts A and E of title IV, and
under subsection (b) of this section, for pay-
ment to any territory for a fiscal year shall
not exceed the ceiling amount for the terri-
tory for the fiscal year.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN PAYMENTS DISREGARDED.—
Paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be ap-
plied without regard to any payment made
under section 403(a)(2), 403(a)(4), 406, or
413(f).’’.

(b) CERTAIN CHILD CARE AND SOCIAL SERV-
ICES EXPENDITURES BY TERRITORIES TREATED
AS IV–A EXPENDITURES FOR PURPOSES OF
MATCHING GRANT.—Section 1108(b)(1)(A) (42
U.S.C. 1308(b)(1)(A)) is amended by inserting
‘‘, including any amount paid to the State
under part A of title IV that is transferred in
accordance with section 404(d) and expended
under the program to which transferred’’ be-
fore the semicolon.

(c) ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATIVE MAINTE-
NANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT.—Section
1108 (42 U.S.C. 1308) is amended by striking
subsection (e).
SEC. 114. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.
(a) AMENDMENTS TO PART D OF TITLE IV.—
(1) CORRECTIONS TO DETERMINATION OF PA-

TERNITY ESTABLISHMENT PERCENTAGES.—Sec-
tion 452 (42 U.S.C. 652) is amended—

(A) in subsection (d)(3)(A), by striking all
that follows ‘‘for purposes of’’ and inserting
‘‘section 409(a)(8), to achieve the paternity
establishment percentages (as defined under
section 452(g)(2)) and other performance
measures that may be established by the
Secretary, and to submit data under section
454(15)(B) that is complete and reliable, and
to substantially comply with the require-
ments of this part; and’’; and

(B) in subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 403(h)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 409(a)(8)’’.

(2) ELIMINATION OF OBSOLETE LANGUAGE.—
Section 108(c)(8)(C) of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110
Stat. 2165) is amended by inserting ‘‘and all
that follows through ‘the best interests of
such child to do so’ ’’ before ‘‘and inserting’’.

(3) INSERTION OF LANGUAGE INADVERTENTLY
OMITTED.—Section 108(c)(13) of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193;
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110 Stat. 2166) is amended by inserting ‘‘and
inserting ‘pursuant to section 408(a)(3)’ ’’ be-
fore the period.

(4) ELIMINATION OF OBSOLETE CROSS REF-
ERENCE.—Section 464(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 664(a)(1))
is amended by striking ‘‘section 402(a)(26)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 408(a)(3)’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO PART E OF TITLE IV.—
Each of the following is amended by striking
‘‘June 1, 1995’’ each place such term appears
and inserting ‘‘July 16, 1996’’:

(1) Section 472(a) (42 U.S.C. 672(a)).
(2) Section 472(h) (42 U.S.C. 672(h)).
(3) Section 473(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 673(a)(2)).
(4) Section 473(b) (42 U.S.C. 673(b)).

SEC. 115. OTHER CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.
(a) ELIMINATION OF AMENDMENTS INCLUDED

INADVERTENTLY.—Section 110(l) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–
193; 110 Stat. 2173) is amended—

(1) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(6); and

(2) by striking paragraph (7) and redesig-
nating paragraph (8) as paragraph (7).

(b) CORRECTION OF CITATION.—Section 109(f)
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2177) is amended by
striking ‘‘93–186’’ and inserting ‘‘93–86’’.

(c) CORRECTION OF INTERNAL CROSS REF-
ERENCE.—Section 103(a)(1) of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193;
110 Stat. 2112) is amended by striking
‘‘603(b)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘603(b)’’.
SEC. 116. MODIFICATIONS TO THE JOB OPPORTU-

NITIES FOR CERTAIN LOW-INCOME
INDIVIDUALS PROGRAM.

Section 112(5) of the Personal Responsibil-
ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2177)
is amended in each of subparagraphs (A) and
(B) by inserting ‘‘under’’ after ‘‘funded’’.
SEC. 117. DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE AND BENEFITS

FOR DRUG-RELATED CONVICTIONS.
(a) EXTENSION OF CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS

COORDINATED WITH DELAYED EFFECTIVE DATE
FOR SUCCESSOR PROVISIONS.—Section
115(d)(2) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2181) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘convictions’’ and inserting
‘‘a conviction if the conviction is for con-
duct’’.

(b) IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVENESS OF PROVI-
SIONS RELATING TO RESEARCH, EVALUATIONS,
AND NATIONAL STUDIES.—Section 116(a) of
such Act (Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2181)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(6) RESEARCH, EVALUATIONS, AND NATIONAL
STUDIES.—Section 413 of the Social Security
Act, as added by the amendment made by
section 103(a) of this Act, shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.’’.
SEC. 118. TRANSITION RULE.

Section 116 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2181) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by inserting ‘‘(but
subject to subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii))’’ after
‘‘this section’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii), by striking
‘‘June 30, 1997’’ and inserting ‘‘the later of
June 30, 1997, or the day before the date de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2)(B) of this sec-
tion’’.
SEC. 119. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO PART A OF TITLE IV OF
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—The amendments
made by this title to a provision of part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act shall take
effect as if the amendments had been in-
cluded in section 103(a) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-

onciliation Act of 1996 at the time such sec-
tion became law.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO PARTS D AND E OF
TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—The
amendments made by section 114 of this Act
shall take effect as if the amendments had
been included in section 108 of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 at the time such sec-
tion 108 became law.

(c) AMENDMENTS TO OTHER AMENDATORY
PROVISIONS.—The amendments made by sec-
tion 115(a) of this Act shall take effect as if
the amendments had been included in sec-
tion 110 of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
at the time such section 110 became law.

(d) AMENDMENTS TO FREESTANDING PROVI-
SIONS OF THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND
WORK OPPORTUNITY RECONCILIATION ACT OF
1996.—The amendments made by this title to
a provision of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 that, as of July 1, 1997, will not have be-
come part of another statute shall take ef-
fect as if the amendments had been included
in the provision at the time the provision be-
came law.

TITLE II—SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY
INCOME

Subtitle A—Conforming and Technical
Amendments

SEC. 201. CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL AMEND-
MENTS RELATING TO ELIGIBILITY
RESTRICTIONS

(a) DENIAL OF SSI BENEFITS FOR FUGITIVE
FELONS AND PROBATION AND PAROLE VIOLA-
TORS.—Section 1611(e)(6) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(6)) is amended by
inserting ‘‘and section 1106(c) of this Act’’
after ‘‘of 1986’’.

(b) TREATMENT OF PRISONERS.—Section
1611(e)(1)(I)(i)(II) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(i)(II)) is amended by
striking ‘‘inmate of the institution’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘this subparagraph’’
and inserting ‘‘individual who receives in the
month preceding the first month throughout
which such individual is an inmate of the
jail, prison, penal institution, or correctional
facility that furnishes information respect-
ing such individual pursuant to subclause (I),
or is confined in the institution (that so fur-
nishes such information) as described in sec-
tion 202(x)(1)(A)(ii), a benefit under this title
for such preceding month, and who is deter-
mined by the Commissioner to be ineligible
for benefits under this title by reason of con-
finement based on the information provided
by such institution’’.

(c) CORRECTION OF REFERENCE.—Section
1611(e)(1)(I)(i)(I) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(i)(I)) is amended by
striking ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ and inserting ‘‘this
paragraph’’.
SEC. 202. CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL AMEND-

MENTS RELATING TO BENEFITS FOR
DISABLED CHILDREN.

(a) ELIGIBILITY REDETERMINATIONS FOR
CURRENT RECIPIENTS.—Section 211(d)(2)(A) of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C.
1382c note) is amended by striking ‘‘1 year’’
and inserting ‘‘18 months’’.

(b) ELIGIBILITY REDETERMINATIONS AND
CONTINUING DISABILITY REVIEWS.—

(1) DISABILITY ELIGIBILITY REDETERMINA-
TIONS REQUIRED FOR SSI RECIPIENTS WHO AT-
TAIN 18 YEARS OF AGE.—Section
1614(a)(3)(H)(iii) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(H)(iii)) is amended by
striking subclauses (I) and (II) and all that
follows and inserting the following:

‘‘(I) by applying the criteria used in deter-
mining initial eligibility for individuals who
are age 18 or older; and

‘‘(II) either during the 1-year period begin-
ning on the individual’s 18th birthday or, in

lieu of a continuing disability review, when-
ever the Commissioner determines that an
individual’s case is subject to a redetermina-
tion under this clause.
With respect to any redetermination under
this clause, paragraph (4) shall not apply.’’.

(2) CONTINUING DISABILITY REVIEW REQUIRED
FOR LOW BIRTH WEIGHT BABIES.—Section
1614(a)(3)(H)(iv) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(H)(iv)) is amended—

(A) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘Not’’ and
inserting ‘‘Except as provided in subclause
(VI), not’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(VI) Subclause (I) shall not apply in the

case of an individual described in that sub-
clause who, at the time of the individual’s
initial disability determination, the Com-
missioner determines has an impairment
that is not expected to improve within 12
months after the birth of that individual,
and who the Commissioner schedules for a
continuing disability review at a date that is
after the individual attains 1 year of age.’’.

(c) ADDITIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 1631(a)(2)(F) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1383(a)(2)(F)) is
amended—

(1) in clause (ii)(III)(bb), by striking ‘‘the
total amount’’ and all that follows through
‘‘1613(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘in any case in which
the individual knowingly misapplies benefits
from such an account, the Commissioner
shall reduce future benefits payable to such
individual (or to such individual and his
spouse) by an amount equal to the total
amount of such benefits so misapplied’’; and

(2) by striking clause (iii) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(iii) The representative payee may de-
posit into the account established under
clause (i) any other funds representing past
due benefits under this title to the eligible
individual, provided that the amount of such
past due benefits is equal to or exceeds the
maximum monthly benefit payable under
this title to an eligible individual (including
State supplementary payments made by the
Commissioner pursuant to an agreement
under section 1616 or section 212(b) of Public
Law 93–66).’’.

(d) REDUCTION IN CASH BENEFITS PAYABLE
TO INSTITUTIONALIZED INDIVIDUALS WHOSE
MEDICAL COSTS ARE COVERED BY PRIVATE IN-
SURANCE.—Section 1611(e) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)—
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by

striking ‘‘hospital, extended care facility,
nursing home, or intermediate care facility’’
and inserting ‘‘medical treatment facility’’;

(B) in clause (ii)—
(i) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by

striking ‘‘hospital, home or’’; and
(ii) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘hospital,

home, or’’;
(C) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘hospital,

home, or’’; and
(D) in the matter following clause (iii), by

striking ‘‘hospital, extended care facility,
nursing home, or intermediate care facility
which is a ‘medical institution or nursing fa-
cility’ within the meaning of section 1917(c)’’
and inserting ‘‘medical treatment facility
that provides services described in section
1917(c)(1)(C)’’;

(2) in paragraph (1)(E)—
(A) in clause (i)(II), by striking ‘‘hospital,

extended care facility, nursing home, or in-
termediate care facility’’ and inserting
‘‘medical treatment facility’’; and

(B) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘hospital,
extended care facility, nursing home, or in-
termediate care facility’’ and inserting
‘‘medical treatment facility’’;

(3) in paragraph (1)(G), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i)—
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(A) by striking ‘‘or which is a hospital, ex-

tended care facility, nursing home, or inter-
mediate care’’ and inserting ‘‘or is in a medi-
cal treatment’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or, in the case of an indi-
vidual who is a child under the age of 18,
under any health insurance policy issued by
a private provider of such insurance’’ after
‘‘title XIX’’; and

(4) in paragraph (3)—
(A) by striking ‘‘same hospital, home, or

facility’’ and inserting ‘‘same medical treat-
ment facility’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘same such hospital, home,
or facility’’ and inserting ‘‘same such facil-
ity’’.

(e) CORRECTION OF U.S.C. CITATION.—Sec-
tion 211(c) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2189) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘1382(a)(4)’’ and inserting
‘‘1382c(a)(4)’’.
SEC. 203. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

TO TITLE II.
Title II of the Social Security Act (42

U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is amended—
(1) in section 205(j)(4)(B)(i), by adding

‘‘and’’ at the end; and
(2) in section 215(i)(2)(D), by striking ‘‘He’’

and inserting ‘‘The Commissioner of Social
Security’’.
SEC. 204. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

TO TITLE XVI.
Section 1615(d) of the Social Security Act

(42 U.S.C. 1382d(d)) is amended—
(1) in the first sentence, by inserting a

comma after ‘‘subsection (a)(1)’’; and
(2) in the last sentence, by striking ‘‘him’’

and inserting ‘‘the Commissioner’’.
SEC. 205. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

RELATING TO TITLES II AND XVI.
Section 1110(a)(3) of the Social Security

Act (42 U.S.C. 1310(a)(3)) is amended—
(1) by inserting ‘‘(or the Commissioner,

with respect to any jointly financed coopera-
tive agreement or grant concerning titles II
or XVI)’’ after ‘‘Secretary’’ the first place it
appears; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘(or the Commissioner, as
applicable)’’ after ‘‘Secretary’’ the second
place it appears.
SEC. 206. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), the amendments made by this
subtitle shall take effect as if included in the
enactment of title II of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110
Stat. 2185).

(b) EXCEPTION.—The amendments made by
section 205 shall take effect as if included in
the enactment of the Social Security Inde-
pendence and Program Improvements Act of
1994 (Public Law 103–296; 108 Stat. 1464).

Subtitle B—Additional Amendments
SEC. 211. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATING

TO DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOL-
ICS.

(a) CLARIFICATIONS RELATING TO THE EF-
FECTIVE DATE OF THE DENIAL OF DISABILITY
BENEFITS TO DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOL-
ICS.—

(1) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO DISABILITY
BENEFITS UNDER TITLE II.—Section 105(a)(5) of
the Contract with America Advancement
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 853)
is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by
the Commissioner of Social Security’’ and
‘‘by the Commissioner’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraphs:

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, an in-
dividual’s claim, with respect to benefits
under title II of the Social Security Act
based on disability, which has been denied in
whole before the date of the enactment of

this Act, may not be considered to be finally
adjudicated before such date if, on or after
such date—

‘‘(i) there is pending a request for either
administrative or judicial review with re-
spect to such claim, or

‘‘(ii) there is pending, with respect to such
claim, a readjudication by the Commissioner
of Social Security pursuant to relief in a
class action or implementation by the Com-
missioner of a court remand order.

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of
this paragraph, with respect to any individ-
ual for whom the Commissioner of Social Se-
curity does not perform the entitlement re-
determination before the date prescribed in
subparagraph (C), the Commissioner shall
perform such entitlement redetermination in
lieu of a continuing disability review when-
ever the Commissioner determines that the
individual’s entitlement is subject to rede-
termination based on the preceding provi-
sions of this paragraph, and the provisions of
section 223(f) of the Social Security Act shall
not apply to such redetermination.’’.

(2) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SUPPLE-
MENTAL SECURITY INCOME DISABILITY BENE-
FITS UNDER TITLE XVI.—Section 105(b)(5) of
such Act (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 853) is
amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by
the Commissioner of Social Security’’ and
‘‘by the Commissioner’’; and

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (F) and by inserting after sub-
paragraph (C) the following new subpara-
graphs:

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, an in-
dividual’s claim, with respect to supple-
mental security income benefits under title
XVI of the Social Security Act based on dis-
ability, which has been denied in whole be-
fore the date of the enactment of this Act,
may not be considered to be finally adju-
dicated before such date if, on or after such
date—

‘‘(i) there is pending a request for either
administrative or judicial review with re-
spect to such claim, or

‘‘(ii) there is pending, with respect to such
claim, a readjudication by the Commissioner
of Social Security pursuant to relief in a
class action or implementation by the Com-
missioner of a court remand order.

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of
this paragraph, with respect to any individ-
ual for whom the Commissioner does not per-
form the eligibility redetermination before
the date prescribed in subparagraph (C), the
Commissioner shall perform such eligibility
redetermination in lieu of a continuing dis-
ability review whenever the Commissioner
determines that the individual’s eligibility is
subject to redetermination based on the pre-
ceding provisions of this paragraph, and the
provisions of section 1614(a)(4) of the Social
Security Act shall not apply to such redeter-
mination.’’.

(b) CORRECTIONS TO EFFECTIVE DATE OF
PROVISIONS CONCERNING REPRESENTATIVE
PAYEES AND TREATMENT REFERRALS OF DRUG
ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLICS.—

(1) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO TITLE II DIS-
ABILITY BENEFICIARIES.—Section 105(a)(5)(B)
of such Act (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 853)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) The amendments made by paragraphs
(2) and (3) shall take effect on July 1, 1996,
with respect to any individual—

‘‘(i) whose claim for benefits is finally ad-
judicated on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, or

‘‘(ii) whose entitlement to benefits is based
upon an entitlement redetermination made
pursuant to subparagraph (C).’’.

(2) AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SUPPLE-
MENTAL SECURITY INCOME RECIPIENTS.—Sec-
tion 105(b)(5)(B) of such Act (Public Law 104–

121; 110 Stat. 853) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(B) The amendments made by paragraphs
(2) and (3) shall take effect on July 1, 1996,
with respect to any individual—

‘‘(i) whose claim for benefits is finally ad-
judicated on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, or

‘‘(ii) whose eligibility for benefits is based
upon an eligibility redetermination made
pursuant to subparagraph (C).’’.

(c) REPEAL OF OBSOLETE REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Subsections (a)(3)(B) and
(b)(3)(B)(ii) of section 201 of the Social Secu-
rity Independence and Program Improve-
ments Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–296; 108
Stat. 1497, 1504) are repealed.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

subsections (a) and (b) shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of section 105 of
the Contract with America Advancement
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 852
et seq.).

(2) REPEALS.—The repeals made by sub-
section (c) shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 212. EXTENSION OF DISABILITY INSURANCE

PROGRAM DEMONSTRATION PROJ-
ECT AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 505 of the Social
Security Disability Amendments of 1980
(Public Law 96–265; 94 Stat. 473), as amended
by section 12101 of the Consolidated Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (Public
Law 99–272; 100 Stat. 282), section 10103 of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989
(Public Law 101–239; 103 Stat. 2472), section
5120(f) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–508; 104 Stat.
1388–282), and section 315 of the Social Secu-
rity Independence and Program Improve-
ments Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–296; 108
Stat. 1531), is further amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) of subsection (a), by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘The Commissioner may expand the
scope of any such experiment or demonstra-
tion project to include any group of appli-
cants for benefits under such program with
impairments which may reasonably be pre-
sumed to be disabling for purposes of such
experiment or demonstration project, and
may limit any such experiment or dem-
onstration project to any such group of ap-
plicants, subject to the terms of such experi-
ment or demonstration project which shall
define the extent of any such presumption.’’;

(2) in paragraph (3) of subsection (a), by
striking ‘‘June 10, 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘June
10, 1999’’;

(3) in paragraph (4) of subsection (a), by in-
serting ‘‘and on or before October 1, 1998,’’
after ‘‘1995,’’; and

(4) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘October
1, 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 1999’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 213. PERFECTING AMENDMENTS RELATED

TO WITHHOLDING FROM SOCIAL SE-
CURITY BENEFITS.

(a) INAPPLICABILITY OF ASSIGNMENT PROHI-
BITION.—Section 207 of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 407) is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to prohibit withholding taxes from
any benefit under this title, if such withhold-
ing is done pursuant to a request made in ac-
cordance with section 3402(p)(1) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 by the person enti-
tled to such benefit or such persons’ rep-
resentative payee.’’.

(b) PROPER ALLOCATION OF COSTS OF WITH-
HOLDING BETWEEN THE TRUST FUNDS AND THE
GENERAL FUND.—Section 201(g) of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 401(g)) is amended—
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(1) by inserting before the period in para-

graph (1)(A)(ii) the following: ‘‘and the func-
tions of the Social Security Administration
in connection with the withholding of taxes
from benefits, as described in section 207(c),
pursuant to requests by persons entitled to
such benefits or such persons’ representative
payee’’;

(2) by inserting before the period at the end
of paragraph (1)(A) the following: ‘‘and the
functions of the Social Security Administra-
tion in connection with the withholding of
taxes from benefits, as described in section
207(c), pursuant to requests by persons enti-
tled to such benefits or such persons’ rep-
resentative payee’’;

(3) in paragraph (1)(B)(i)(I), by striking
‘‘subparagraph (A)),’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraph (A)) and the functions of the So-
cial Security Administration in connection
with the withholding of taxes from benefits,
as described in section 207(c), pursuant to re-
quests by persons entitled to such benefits or
such persons’ representative payee,’’;

(4) in paragraph (1)(C)(iii), by inserting be-
fore the period the following: ‘‘and the func-
tions of the Social Security Administration
in connection with the withholding of taxes
from benefits, as described in section 207(c),
pursuant to requests by persons entitled to
such benefits or such persons’ representative
payee’’;

(5) in paragraph (1)(D), by inserting after
‘‘section 232’’ the following: ‘‘and the func-
tions of the Social Security Administration
in connection with the withholding of taxes
from benefits as described in section 207(c)’’;
and

(6) in paragraph (4), by inserting after the
first sentence the following: ‘‘The Board of
Trustees of such Trust Funds shall prescribe
before January 1, 1998, the method of deter-
mining the costs which should be borne by
the general fund in the Treasury of carrying
out the functions of the Social Security Ad-
ministration in connection with the with-
holding of taxes from benefits, as described
in section 207(c), pursuant to requests by per-
sons entitled to such benefits or such per-
sons’ representative payee.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall apply to bene-
fits paid on or after the first day of the sec-
ond month beginning after the month in
which this Act is enacted.
SEC. 214. TREATMENT OF PRISONERS.

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROHIBITION
AGAINST PAYMENT OF TITLE II BENEFITS TO
PRISONERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)) is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following new

subparagraph:
‘‘(B)(i) The Commissioner shall enter into

an agreement, with any interested State or
local institution comprising a jail, prison,
penal institution, correctional facility, or
other institution a purpose of which is to
confine individuals as described in paragraph
(1)(A), under which—

‘‘(I) the institution shall provide to the
Commissioner, on a monthly basis and in a
manner specified by the Commissioner, the
names, social security account numbers,
dates of birth, confinement commencement
dates, and, to the extent available to the in-
stitution, such other identifying information
concerning the individuals confined in the
institution as the Commissioner may require
for the purpose of carrying out paragraph (1);
and

‘‘(II) the Commissioner shall pay to the in-
stitution, with respect to information de-
scribed in subclause (I) concerning each indi-
vidual who is confined therein as described

in paragraph (1)(A), who receives a benefit
under this title for the month preceding the
first month of such confinement, and whose
benefit under this title is determined by the
Commissioner to be not payable by reason of
confinement based on the information pro-
vided by the institution, $400 (subject to re-
duction under clause (ii)) if the institution
furnishes the information to the Commis-
sioner within 30 days after the date such in-
dividual’s confinement in such institution
begins, or $200 (subject to reduction under
clause (ii)) if the institution furnishes the in-
formation after 30 days after such date but
within 90 days after such date.

‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause
(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the
Commissioner is also required to make a
payment to the institution with respect to
the same individual under an agreement en-
tered into under section 1611(e)(1)(I).

‘‘(iii) There is authorized to be transferred
from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors In-
surance Trust Fund and the Federal Disabil-
ity Insurance Trust Fund, as appropriate,
such sums as may be necessary to enable the
Commissioner to make payments to institu-
tions required by clause (i)(II).

‘‘(iv) The Commissioner is authorized to
provide, on a reimbursable basis, informa-
tion obtained pursuant to agreements en-
tered into under clause (i) to any agency ad-
ministering a Federal or federally-assisted
cash, food, or medical assistance program for
eligibility purposes.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to indi-
viduals whose period of confinement in an in-
stitution commences on or after the first day
of the fourth month beginning after the
month in which this Act is enacted.

(b) ELIMINATION OF TITLE II REQUIREMENT
THAT CONFINEMENT STEM FROM CRIME PUN-
ISHABLE BY IMPRISONMENT FOR MORE THAN 1
YEAR.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking ‘‘during’’ and inserting ‘‘through-
out’’;

(B) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘an offense
punishable by imprisonment for more than 1
year (regardless of the actual sentence im-
posed)’’ and inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’;
and

(C) in clause (ii)(I), by striking ‘‘an offense
punishable by imprisonment for more than 1
year’’ and inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to indi-
viduals whose period of confinement in an in-
stitution commences on or after the first day
of the fourth month beginning after the
month in which this Act is enacted.

(c) INCLUSION OF TITLE II ISSUES IN STUDY
AND REPORT REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO
PRISONERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(b)(1) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104–193) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 1611(e)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 202(x)
and 1611(e)(1)’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 1611(e)(1)(I)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
202(x)(3)(B) or 1611(e)(1)(I)’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
203(c) of such Act is amended by striking
‘‘section 1611(e)(1)(I)’’ and all that follows
and inserting the following: ‘‘sections
202(x)(3)(B) and 1611(e)(1)(I) of the Social Se-
curity Act.’’.

(3) APPLICATION.—The amendments made
by paragraph (1) shall apply as if included in
the enactment of section 203(b) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–

193). The amendment made by paragraph (2)
shall apply as if included in the enactment of
section 203(c) of such Act.

(d) CONFORMING TITLE XVI AMENDMENTS.—
(1) FIFTY PERCENT REDUCTION IN TITLE XVI

PAYMENT IN CASE INVOLVING COMPARABLE
TITLE II PAYMENT.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)),
as amended by section 201(b) of this Act, is
amended further—

(A) in clause (i)(II), by inserting ‘‘(subject
to reduction under clause (ii))’’ after ‘‘$400’’
and after ‘‘$200’’;

(B) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as
clauses (iii) and (iv) respectively; and

(C) by inserting after clause (i) the follow-
ing new clause:

‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause
(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the
Commissioner is also required to make a
payment to the institution with respect to
the same individual under an agreement en-
tered into under section 202(x)(3)(B).’’.

(2) EXPANSION OF CATEGORIES OF INSTITU-
TIONS ELIGIBLE TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS
WITH THE COMMISSIONER.—Section
1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
1382(e)(1)(I)(i)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding subclause (I) by striking ‘‘institu-
tion’’ and all that follows through ‘‘section
202(x)(1)(A),’’ and inserting ‘‘institution com-
prising a jail, prison, penal institution, or
correctional facility, or with any other in-
terested State or local institution a purpose
of which is to confine individuals as de-
scribed in section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii),’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall take effect as
if included in the enactment of section 203(a)
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2186). The reference to
section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii) of the Social Security
Act in section 1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of such Act as
amended by paragraph (2) shall be deemed a
reference to such section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii) as
amended by subsection (b)(1)(C).

(e) EXEMPTION FROM COMPUTER MATCHING
REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 552a(a)(8)(B) of
title 5, United States Code, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause
(v) and inserting a semicolon;

(B) by inserting ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause
(vi); and

(C) by inserting after clause (vi) the follow-
ing new clause:

‘‘(vii) matches performed pursuant to sec-
tion 202(x), 205(j), 1611(e)(1), or 1631(a)(2) of
the Social Security Act;’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
1611(e)(1)(I)(iii) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(iii)), as so redesignated by
subsection (d)(1)(B) of this section, is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking ‘‘(I) The provisions’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘(II) The Commis-
sioner’’ and inserting ‘‘The Commissioner’’;
and

(B) by inserting ‘‘agency administering a’’
before ‘‘Federal or federally–assisted’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(f) CONTINUED DENIAL OF BENEFITS TO SEX
OFFENDERS REMAINING CONFINED TO PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS UPON COMPLETION OF PRISON
TERM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is
amended—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end;

(B) in clause (ii)(IV), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘, or’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
clause:
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‘‘(iii) immediately upon completion of con-

finement as described in clause (i) pursuant
to conviction of a criminal offense an ele-
ment of which is sexual activity, is confined
by court order in an institution at public ex-
pense pursuant to a finding that the individ-
ual is a sexually dangerous person or a sex-
ual predator or a similar finding.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to benefits for months ending after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 215. SOCIAL SECURITY ADVISORY BOARD

PERSONNEL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 703(i) of the So-

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 903(i)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘, and
three’’ and all that follows through
‘‘Board,’’; and

(2) in the last sentence, by striking ‘‘cleri-
cal’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of section 108 of
the Contract with America Advancement
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 857).

TITLE III—CHILD SUPPORT
SEC. 301. STATE OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE CHILD

SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SERVICES.
(a) INDIVIDUALS SUBJECT TO FEE FOR CHILD

SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SERVICES.—Section
454(6)(B) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
654(6)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘individ-
uals not receiving assistance under any
State program funded under part A, which’’
and inserting ‘‘an individual, other than an
individual receiving assistance under a State
program funded under part A or E, or under
a State plan approved under title XIX, or
who is required by the State to cooperate
with the State agency administering the pro-
gram under this part pursuant to subsection
(l) or (m) of section 6 of the Food Stamp Act
of 1977, and’’.

(b) CORRECTION OF REFERENCE.—Section
464(a)(2)(A) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 654(a)(2)(A)) is amended in the first
sentence by striking ‘‘section 454(6)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 454(4)(A)(ii)’’.
SEC. 302. DISTRIBUTION OF COLLECTED SUP-

PORT.
(a) CONTINUATION OF ASSIGNMENTS.—Sec-

tion 457(b) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 657(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘which were assigned’’ and
inserting ‘‘assigned’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and which were in effect’’
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘and in ef-
fect on September 30, 1997 (or such earlier
date, on or after August 22, 1996, as the State
may choose), shall remain assigned after
such date.’’.

(b) STATE OPTION FOR APPLICABILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(a) of the So-

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 657(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(6) STATE OPTION FOR APPLICABILITY.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
subsection, a State may elect to apply the
rules described in clauses (i)(II), (ii)(II), and
(v) of paragraph (2)(B) to support arrearages
collected on and after October 1, 1998, and, if
the State makes such an election, shall
apply the provisions of this section, as in ef-
fect and applied on the day before the date of
enactment of section 302 of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Act of
1996 (Public Law 104–193, 110 Stat. 2200), other
than subsection (b)(1) (as so in effect), to
amounts collected before October 1, 1998.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
408(a)(3)(A) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 608(a)(3)(A)) is amended—

(A) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘(I)’’ after
‘‘(i)’’;

(B) in clause (ii)—

(i) by striking ‘‘(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘(II)’’;
and

(ii) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘;
or’’; and

(C) by adding at the end, the following:
‘‘(ii) if the State elects to distribute collec-

tions under section 457(a)(6), the date the
family ceases to receive assistance under the
program, if the assignment is executed on or
after October 1, 1998.’’.

(c) DISTRIBUTION OF COLLECTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO FAMILIES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE.—
Section 457(a)(1) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 657(a)(1)) is amended by adding at
the end the following flush language:

‘‘In no event shall the total of the amounts
paid to the Federal Government and retained
by the State exceed the total of the amounts
that have been paid to the family as assist-
ance by the State.’’.

(d) FAMILIES UNDER CERTAIN AGREE-
MENTS.—Section 457(a)(4) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 657(a)(4)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(4) FAMILIES UNDER CERTAIN AGREE-
MENTS.—In the case of an amount collected
for a family in accordance with a coopera-
tive agreement under section 454(33), distrib-
ute the amount so collected pursuant to the
terms of the agreement.’’.

(e) STUDY AND REPORT.—Section 457(a)(5) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 657(a)(5)) is
amended by striking ‘‘1998’’ and inserting
‘‘1999’’.

(f) CORRECTIONS OF REFERENCES.—Section
457(a)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 657(a)(2)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clauses (i)(I) and (ii)(I)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(other than subsection

(b)(1))’’ each place it appears; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘(other than subsection

(b)(1) (as so in effect))’’ after ‘‘1996’’ each
place it appears; and

(2) in clause (ii)(II), by striking ‘‘paragraph
(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (5)’’.

(g) CORRECTION OF TERRITORIAL MATCH.—
Section 457(c)(3)(A) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 657(c)(3)(A)) is amended by
striking ‘‘the Federal medical assistance
percentage (as defined in section 1118)’’ and
inserting ‘‘75 percent’’.

(h) DEFINITIONS.—
(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—Section 457(c)(2) of

the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 657(c)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘collected’’ the second
place it appears and inserting ‘‘distributed’’.

(2) FEDERAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PERCENT-
AGE.—Section 457(c)(3)(B) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 657(c)(3)(B)) is amended by
striking ‘‘as in effect on September 30, 1996’’
and inserting ‘‘as such section was in effect
on September 30, 1995’’.

(i) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 464(a)(2)(A) of the Social Secu-

rity Act (42 U.S.C. 664(a)(2)(A)) is amended,
in the penultimate sentence, by inserting ‘‘in
accordance with section 457’’ after ‘‘owed’’.

(2) Section 466(a)(3)(B) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(3)(B)) is amended by
striking ‘‘457(b)(4) or (d)(3)’’ and inserting
‘‘457’’.
SEC. 303. CIVIL PENALTIES RELATING TO STATE

DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.

Section 453A of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 653a) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),

by striking ‘‘shall be less than’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘shall not exceed’’; and

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘$25’’ and
inserting ‘‘$25 per failure to meet the re-
quirements of this section with respect to a
newly hired employee’’; and

(2) in subsection (g)(2)(B), by striking ‘‘ex-
tracts’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Labor’’
and inserting ‘‘information’’.

SEC. 304. FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SERVICE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 453 of the Social

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(a)’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘to obtain’’ and all that

follows through the period and inserting ‘‘for
the purposes specified in paragraphs (2) and
(3).

‘‘(2) For the purpose of establishing parent-
age, establishing, setting the amount of,
modifying, or enforcing child support obliga-
tions, the Federal Parent Locator Service
shall obtain and transmit to any authorized
person specified in subsection (c)—

‘‘(A) information on, or facilitating the
discovery of, the location of any individual—

‘‘(i) who is under an obligation to pay child
support;

‘‘(ii) against whom such an obligation is
sought; or

‘‘(iii) to whom such an obligation is owed,
including the individual’s social security
number (or numbers), most recent address,
and the name, address, and employer identi-
fication number of the individual’s em-
ployer;

‘‘(B) information on the individual’s wages
(or other income) from, and benefits of, em-
ployment (including rights to or enrollment
in group health care coverage); and

‘‘(C) information on the type, status, loca-
tion, and amount of any assets of, or debts
owed by or to, any such individual.

‘‘(3) For the purpose of enforcing any Fed-
eral or State law with respect to the unlaw-
ful taking or restraint of a child, or making
or enforcing a child custody or visitation de-
termination, as defined in section 463(d)(1),
the Federal Parent Locator Service shall be
used to obtain and transmit the information
specified in section 463(c) to the authorized
persons specified in section 463(d)(2).’’;

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(b)(1) Upon request, filed in accordance
with subsection (d), of any authorized per-
son, as defined in subsection (c) for the infor-
mation described in subsection (a)(2), or of
any authorized person, as defined in section
463(d)(2) for the information described in sec-
tion 463(c), the Secretary shall, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, provide
through the Federal Parent Locator Service
such information to such person, if such in-
formation—

‘‘(A) is contained in any files or records
maintained by the Secretary or by the De-
partment of Health and Human Services; or

‘‘(B) is not contained in such files or
records, but can be obtained by the Sec-
retary, under the authority conferred by sub-
section (e), from any other department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United
States or of any State,

and is not prohibited from disclosure under
paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) No information shall be disclosed to
any person if the disclosure of such informa-
tion would contravene the national policy or
security interests of the United States or the
confidentiality of census data. The Secretary
shall give priority to requests made by any
authorized person described in subsection
(c)(1). No information shall be disclosed to
any person if the State has notified the Sec-
retary that the State has reasonable evi-
dence of domestic violence or child abuse
and the disclosure of such information could
be harmful to the custodial parent or the
child of such parent, provided that—

‘‘(A) in response to a request from an au-
thorized person (as defined in subsection (c)
and section 463(d)(2)), the Secretary shall ad-
vise the authorized person that the Sec-
retary has been notified that there is reason-
able evidence of domestic violence or child
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abuse and that information can only be dis-
closed to a court or an agent of a court pur-
suant to subparagraph (B); and

‘‘(B) information may be disclosed to a
court or an agent of a court described in sub-
section (c)(2) or section 463(d)(2)(B), if—

‘‘(i) upon receipt of information from the
Secretary, the court determines whether dis-
closure to any other person of that informa-
tion could be harmful to the parent or the
child; and

‘‘(ii) if the court determines that disclo-
sure of such information to any other person
could be harmful, the court and its agents
shall not make any such disclosure.

‘‘(3) Information received or transmitted
pursuant to this section shall be subject to
the safeguard provisions contained in section
454(26).’’; and

(3) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or to

seek to enforce orders providing child cus-
tody or visitation rights’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘or to serve as the initiat-

ing court in an action to seek an order’’ after
‘‘issue an order’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘or to issue an order
against a resident parent for child custody or
visitation rights’’.

(b) USE OF THE FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR
SERVICE.—Section 463 of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 663) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘any State which is able

and willing to do so,’’ and inserting ‘‘every
State’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘such State’’ and inserting
‘‘each State’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or visi-
tation’’ after ‘‘custody’’;

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by inserting ‘‘or
visitation’’ after ‘‘custody’’;

(3) in subsection (d)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or visi-

tation’’ after ‘‘custody’’; and
(B) in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of para-

graph (2), by inserting ‘‘or visitation’’ after
‘‘custody’’ each place it appears;

(4) in subsection (f)(2), by inserting ‘‘or vis-
itation’’ after ‘‘custody’’; and

(5) by striking ‘‘noncustodial’’ each place
it appears.
SEC. 305. ACCESS TO REGISTRY DATA FOR RE-

SEARCH PURPOSES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 453(j)(5) of the

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653(j)(5)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘data in each compo-
nent of the Federal Parent Locator Service
maintained under this section and to’’ before
‘‘information’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 453
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (j)(3)(B), by striking ‘‘reg-
istries’’ and inserting ‘‘components’’; and

(2) in subsection (k)(2), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (j)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
453A(g)(2)’’.
SEC. 306. COLLECTION AND USE OF SOCIAL SE-

CURITY NUMBERS FOR USE IN
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.

Section 466(a)(13) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(13)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘commercial’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘recreational license,’’

after ‘‘occupational license,’’; and
(2) in the matter following subparagraph

(C), by inserting ‘‘to be used on the face of
the document while the social security num-
ber is kept on file at the agency’’ after
‘‘other than the social security number’’.
SEC. 307. ADOPTION OF UNIFORM STATE LAWS.

Section 466(f) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 666(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘to-

gether’’ and all that follows and inserting
‘‘and as in effect on August 22, 1996, includ-
ing any amendments officially adopted as of
such date by the National Conference of
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws.’’.
SEC. 308. STATE LAWS PROVIDING EXPEDITED

PROCEDURES.
Section 466(c) of the Social Security Act

(42 U.S.C. 666(c)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) in subparagraph (E), by inserting ‘‘,

part E,’’ after ‘‘part A’’; and
(B) in subparagraph (G), by inserting ‘‘any

current support obligation and’’ after ‘‘to
satisfy’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)(A)—
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘the tribunal

and’’; and
(B) in clause (ii)—
(i) by striking ‘‘tribunal may’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘court or administrative agency of com-
petent jurisdiction shall’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘filed with the tribunal’’
and inserting ‘‘filed with the State case reg-
istry’’.
SEC. 309. VOLUNTARY PATERNITY ACKNOWL-

EDGEMENT.
Section 466(a)(5)(C)(i) of the Social Secu-

rity Act (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(5)(C)(i)) is amended
by inserting ‘‘, or through the use of video or
audio equipment,’’ after ‘‘orally’’.
SEC. 310. CALCULATION OF PATERNITY ESTAB-

LISHMENT PERCENTAGE.
Section 452(g)(2) of the Social Security Act

(42 U.S.C. 652(g)(2)) is amended, in the matter
following subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (A)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraphs
(A) and (B)’’.
SEC. 311. MEANS AVAILABLE FOR PROVISION OF

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND OPER-
ATION OF FEDERAL PARENT LOCA-
TOR SERVICE.

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 452(j)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 652(j)),
is amended, in the matter preceding para-
graph (1), by striking ‘‘to cover costs in-
curred by the Secretary’’ and inserting
‘‘which shall be available for use by the Sec-
retary, either directly or through grants,
contracts, or interagency agreements,’’.

(b) OPERATION OF FEDERAL PARENT LOCA-
TOR SERVICE.—

(1) MEANS AVAILABLE.—Section 453(o) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653(o)) is
amended—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘RECOVERY
OF COSTS’’ and inserting ‘‘USE OF SET-ASIDE
FUNDS’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘to cover costs incurred by
the Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘which shall be
available for use by the Secretary, either di-
rectly or through grants, contracts, or inter-
agency agreements,’’.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Section 453(o)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653(o))
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing: ‘‘Amounts appropriated under this sub-
section for each of fiscal years 1997 through
2001 shall remain available until expended.’’.
SEC. 312. AUTHORITY TO COLLECT SUPPORT

FROM FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.
(a) RESPONSE TO NOTICE OR PROCESS.—Sec-

tion 459(c)(2)(C) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 659(c)(2)(C)) is amended by striking
‘‘respond to the order, process, or interrog-
atory’’ and inserting ‘‘withhold available
sums in response to the order or process, or
answer the interrogatory’’.

(b) MONEYS SUBJECT TO PROCESS.—Section
459(h)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
659(h)(1)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) and in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking
‘‘paid or’’ each place it appears;

(2) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) in clause (ii)(V), by striking ‘‘and’’ at

the end;

(B) in clause (iii)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘or payable’’ after ‘‘paid’’;

and
(ii) by striking ‘‘but’’ and inserting ‘‘;

and’’; and
(C) by inserting after clause (iii), the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(iv) benefits paid or payable under the

Railroad Retirement System, but’’; and
(3) in subparagraph (B)—
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the

end;
(B) in clause (ii), by striking the period and

inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) of periodic benefits under title 38,

United States Code, except as provided in
subparagraph (A)(ii)(V).’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
454(19)(B)(ii) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 654(19)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking
‘‘section 462(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
459(i)(5)’’.
SEC. 313. DEFINITION OF SUPPORT ORDER.

Section 453(p) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 653(p)), is amended by striking ‘‘a
child and’’ and inserting ‘‘of’’.
SEC. 314. STATE LAW AUTHORIZING SUSPENSION

OF LICENSES.
Section 466(a)(16) of the Social Security

Act (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(16)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘and sporting’’ after ‘‘recreational’’.
SEC. 315. INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT ENFORCE-

MENT.
Section 454(32)(A) of the Social Security

Act (42 U.S.C. 654(32)(A)) is amended by
striking ‘‘section 459A(d)(2)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 459A(d)’’.
SEC. 316. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT FOR

INDIAN TRIBES.
(a) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS BY INDIAN

TRIBES AND STATES FOR CHILD SUPPORT EN-
FORCEMENT.—Section 454(33) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 654(33)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and enforce support orders,
and’’ and inserting ‘‘or enforce support or-
ders, or’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘guidelines established by
such tribe or organization’’ and inserting
‘‘guidelines established or adopted by such
tribe or organization’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘funding collected’’ and in-
serting ‘‘collections’’; and

(4) by striking ‘‘such funding’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘such collections’’.

(b) CORRECTION OF SUBSECTION DESIGNA-
TION.—Section 455 of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 655), is amended by redesignating
subsection (b), as added by section 375(b) of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104–193, 110 Stat. 2256), as subsection (f).

(c) DIRECT GRANTS TO TRIBES.—Section
455(f) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
655(f)), as redesignated by subsection (b), is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(f) The Secretary may make direct pay-
ments under this part to an Indian tribe or
tribal organization that demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the Secretary that it has the
capacity to operate a child support enforce-
ment program meeting the objectives of this
part, including establishment of paternity,
establishment, modification, and enforce-
ment of support orders, and location of ab-
sent parents. The Secretary shall promul-
gate regulations establishing the require-
ments which must be met by an Indian tribe
or tribal organization to be eligible for a
grant under this subsection.’’.
SEC. 317. CONTINUATION OF RULES FOR DIS-

TRIBUTION OF SUPPORT IN THE
CASE OF A TITLE IV–E CHILD.

Section 457 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 657) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter preced-
ing paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subsection
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(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (e) and (f)’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end, the following:
‘‘(f) Notwithstanding the preceding provi-

sions of this section, amounts collected by a
State as child support for months in any pe-
riod on behalf of a child for whom a public
agency is making foster care maintenance
payments under part E—

‘‘(1) shall be retained by the State to the
extent necessary to reimburse it for the fos-
ter care maintenance payments made with
respect to the child during such period (with
appropriate reimbursement of the Federal
Government to the extent of its participa-
tion in the financing);

‘‘(2) shall be paid to the public agency re-
sponsible for supervising the placement of
the child to the extent that the amounts col-
lected exceed the foster care maintenance
payments made with respect to the child
during such period but not the amounts re-
quired by a court or administrative order to
be paid as support on behalf of the child dur-
ing such period; and the responsible agency
may use the payments in the manner it de-
termines will serve the best interests of the
child, including setting such payments aside
for the child’s future needs or making all or
a part thereof available to the person respon-
sible for meeting the child’s day-to-day
needs; and

‘‘(3) shall be retained by the State, if any
portion of the amounts collected remains
after making the payments required under
paragraphs (1) and (2), to the extent that
such portion is necessary to reimburse the
State (with appropriate reimbursement to
the Federal Government to the extent of its
participation in the financing) for any past
foster care maintenance payments (or pay-
ments of assistance under the State program
funded under part A) which were made with
respect to the child (and with respect to
which past collections have not previously
been retained);
and any balance shall be paid to the State
agency responsible for supervising the place-
ment of the child, for use by such agency in
accordance with paragraph (2).’’.
SEC. 318. GOOD CAUSE IN FOSTER CARE AND

FOOD STAMP CASES.
(a) STATE PLAN.—Section 454(4)(A)(i) of the

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 654(4)(A)(i)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ before ‘‘(III)’’; and
(2) by inserting ‘‘or (IV) cooperation is re-

quired pursuant to section 6(l)(1) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(l)(1)),’’ after
‘‘title XIX,’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
454(29) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
654(29)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by

striking ‘‘part A of this title or the State
program under title XIX’’ and inserting
‘‘part A, the State program under part E, the
State program under title XIX, or the food
stamp program, as defined under section 3(h)
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2012(h)),’’; and

(B) by striking clauses (i) and (ii) and all
that follows through the semicolon and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(i) in the case of the State program fund-
ed under part A, the State program under
part E, or the State program under title XIX
shall, at the option of the State, be defined,
taking into account the best interests of the
child, and applied in each case, by the State
agency administering such program; and

‘‘(ii) in the case of the food stamp program,
as defined under section 3(h) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(h)), shall be
defined and applied in each case under that
program in accordance with section 6(l)(2) of

the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2015(l)(2));’’;

(2) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘or the
State program under title XIX’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the State program under part E, the
State program under title XIX, or the food
stamp program, as defined under section 3(h)
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2012(h))’’; and

(3) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘indi-
vidual,’’ and all that follows through ‘‘XIX,’’
and inserting ‘‘individual and the State
agency administering the State program
funded under part A, the State agency ad-
ministering the State program under part E,
the State agency administering the State
program under title XIX, or the State agen-
cy administering the food stamp program, as
defined under section 3(h) of the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(h)),’’.
SEC. 319. DATE OF COLLECTION OF SUPPORT.

Section 454B(c)(1) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 654B(c)(1)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: ‘‘The date of
collection for amounts collected and distrib-
uted under this part is the date of receipt by
the State disbursement unit, except that if
current support is withheld by an employer
in the month when due and is received by the
State disbursement unit in a month other
than the month when due, the date of with-
holding may be deemed to be the date of col-
lection.’’.
SEC. 320. ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT IN

INTERSTATE CASES.
(a) PROCEDURES.—Section 466(a)(14) of the

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(14)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(14) HIGH-VOLUME, AUTOMATED ADMINIS-
TRATIVE ENFORCEMENT IN INTERSTATE
CASES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Procedures under
which—

‘‘(i) the State shall use high-volume auto-
mated administrative enforcement, to the
same extent as used for intrastate cases, in
response to a request made by another State
to enforce support orders, and shall promptly
report the results of such enforcement proce-
dure to the requesting State;

‘‘(ii) the State may, by electronic or other
means, transmit to another State a request
for assistance in enforcing support orders
through high-volume, automated adminis-
trative enforcement, which request—

‘‘(I) shall include such information as will
enable the State to which the request is
transmitted to compare the information
about the cases to the information in the
data bases of the State; and

‘‘(II) shall constitute a certification by the
requesting State—

‘‘(aa) of the amount of support under an
order the payment of which is in arrears; and

‘‘(bb) that the requesting State has com-
plied with all procedural due process require-
ments applicable to each case;

‘‘(iii) if the State provides assistance to an-
other State pursuant to this paragraph with
respect to a case, neither State shall con-
sider the case to be transferred to the case-
load of such other State; and

‘‘(iv) the State shall maintain records of—
‘‘(I) the number of such requests for assist-

ance received by the State;
‘‘(II) the number of cases for which the

State collected support in response to such a
request; and

‘‘(III) the amount of such collected sup-
port.

‘‘(B) HIGH-VOLUME AUTOMATED ADMINISTRA-
TIVE ENFORCEMENT.—In this part, the term
‘high-volume automated administrative en-
forcement’ means the use of automatic data
processing to search various State data
bases, including license records, employment
service data, and State new hire registries,

to determine whether information is avail-
able regarding a parent who owes a child
support obligation.’’.

(b) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—Section 458(d) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 658(d)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, including amounts
collected under section 466(a)(14),’’ after ‘‘an-
other State’’.
SEC. 321. WORK ORDERS FOR ARREARAGES.

Section 466(a)(15) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(15)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(15) PROCEDURES TO ENSURE THAT PERSONS
OWING OVERDUE SUPPORT WORK OR HAVE A
PLAN FOR PAYMENT OF SUCH SUPPORT.—Proce-
dures under which the State has the author-
ity, in any case in which an individual owes
overdue support with respect to a child re-
ceiving assistance under a State program
funded under part A, to issue an order or to
request that a court or an administrative
process established pursuant to State law
issue an order that requires the individual
to—

‘‘(A) pay such support in accordance with a
plan approved by the court, or, at the option
of the State, a plan approved by the State
agency administering the State program
under this part; or

‘‘(B) if the individual is subject to such a
plan and is not incapacitated, participate in
such work activities (as defined in section
407(d)) as the court, or, at the option of the
State, the State agency administering the
State program under this part, deems appro-
priate.’’.
SEC. 322. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL STATE PLAN

AMENDMENTS.
Section 454 of the Social Security Act (42

U.S.C. 654) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (8)—
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘noncustodial’’; and
(ii) by inserting ‘‘, for the purpose of estab-

lishing parentage, establishing, setting the
amount of, modifying, or enforcing child sup-
port obligations, or making or enforcing a
child custody or visitation determination, as
defined in section 463(d)(1)’’ after ‘‘provide
that’’;

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking the
comma and inserting a semicolon;

(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking the
semicolon and inserting a comma; and

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (B),
the following flush language:

‘‘and shall, subject to the privacy safeguards
required under paragraph (26), disclose only
the information described in sections 453 and
463 to the authorized persons specified in
such sections for the purposes specified in
such sections;’’;

(2) in paragraph (17)—
(A) by striking ‘‘in the case of a State

which has’’ and inserting ‘‘provide that the
State will have’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘section 453,’’;
and

(3) in paragraph (26)—
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A), by striking ‘‘will’’;
(B) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘, modify,’’ after ‘‘estab-

lish’’, the second place it appears; and
(ii) by inserting ‘‘, or to make or enforce a

child custody determination’’ after ‘‘sup-
port’’;

(C) in subparagraph (B)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘or the child’’ after ‘‘1

party’’;
(ii) by inserting ‘‘or the child’’ after

‘‘former party’’; and
(iii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end;
(D) in subparagraph (C)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘or the child’’ after ‘‘1

party’’;
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(ii) by striking ‘‘another party’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘another person’’;
(iii) by inserting ‘‘to that person’’ after

‘‘release of the information’’; and
(iv) by striking ‘‘former party’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘party or the child’’; and
(E) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(D) in cases in which the prohibitions

under subparagraphs (B) and (C) apply, the
requirement to notify the Secretary, for pur-
poses of section 453(b)(2), that the State has
reasonable evidence of domestic violence or
child abuse against a party or the child and
that the disclosure of such information could
be harmful to the party or the child; and

‘‘(E) procedures providing that when the
Secretary discloses information about a par-
ent or child to a State court or an agent of
a State court described in section 453(c)(2) or
463(d)(2)(B), and advises that court or agent
that the Secretary has been notified that
there is reasonable evidence of domestic vio-
lence or child abuse pursuant to section
453(b)(2), the court shall determine whether
disclosure to any other person of informa-
tion received from the Secretary could be
harmful to the parent or child and, if the
court determines that disclosure to any
other person could be harmful, the court and
its agents shall not make any such disclo-
sure;’’.
SEC. 323. FEDERAL CASE REGISTRY OF CHILD

SUPPORT ORDERS.
Section 453(h) of the Social Security Act

(42 U.S.C. 653(h)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and

order’’ after ‘‘with respect to each case’’; and
(2) in paragraph (2)—
(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND

ORDER’’ after ‘‘CASE’’;
(B) by inserting ‘‘or an order’’ after ‘‘with

respect to a case’’ and
(C) by inserting ‘‘or order’’ after ‘‘and the

State or States which have the case’’.
SEC. 324. FULL FAITH AND CREDIT FOR CHILD

SUPPORT ORDERS.
Section 1738B(f) of title 28, United States

Code, is amended—
(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘a court

may’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘a
court having jurisdiction over the parties
shall issue a child support order, which must
be recognized.’’; and

(2) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘under
subsection (d)’’ after ‘‘jurisdiction’’.
SEC. 325. DEVELOPMENT COSTS OF AUTOMATED

SYSTEMS.
(a) DEFINITION OF STATE.—Section

455(a)(3)(B) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 655(a)(3)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘or system described in

clause (iii)’’ after ‘‘each State’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘or system’’ after ‘‘the

State’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) For purposes of clause (i), a system

described in this clause is a system that has
been approved by the Secretary to receive
enhanced funding pursuant to the Family
Support Act of 1988 (Public Law 100–485; 102
Stat. 2343) for the purpose of developing a
system that meets the requirements of sec-
tions 454(16) (as in effect on and after Sep-
tember 30, 1995) and 454A, including systems
that have received funding for such purpose
pursuant to a waiver under section 1115(a).’’.

(b) TEMPORARY LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS.—
Section 344(b)(2) of the Personal Responsibil-
ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 655 note) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘or a system described in

subparagraph (C)’’ after ‘‘to a State’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘or system’’ after ‘‘for the

State’’; and
(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘Act,’’

and all that follows and inserting ‘‘Act, and

among systems that have been approved by
the Secretary to receive enhanced funding
pursuant to the Family Support Act of 1988
(Public Law 100–485; 102 Stat. 2343) for the
purpose of developing a system that meets
the requirements of sections 454(16) (as in ef-
fect on and after September 30, 1995) and
454A, including systems that have received
funding for such purpose pursuant to a waiv-
er under section 1115(a), which shall take
into account—

‘‘(i) the relative size of such State and sys-
tem caseloads under part D of title IV of the
Social Security Act; and

‘‘(ii) the level of automation needed to
meet the automated data processing require-
ments of such part.’’.
SEC. 326. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) ELIMINATION OF SURPLUSAGE.—Section

466(c)(1)(F) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 666(c)(1)(F)) is amended by striking
‘‘of section 466’’.

(b) CORRECTION OF AMBIGUOUS AMEND-
MENT.—Section 344(a)(1)(F) of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193;
110 Stat. 2234) is amended by inserting ‘‘the
first place such term appears’’ before ‘‘and
all that follows’’.

(c) CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUSLY DRAFTED
PROVISION.—Section 215 of the Department of
Health and Human Services Appropriations
Act, 1997, (as contained in section 101(e) of
the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations
Act, 1997) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘SEC. 215. Sections 452(j) and 453(o) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 652(j) and
653(o)), as amended by section 345 of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–
193; 110 Stat. 2237) are each amended by
striking ‘section 457(a)’ and inserting ‘a plan
approved under this part’. Amounts available
under such sections 452(j) and 453(o) shall be
calculated as though the amendments made
by this section were effective October 1,
1995.’’.

(d) ELIMINATION OF SURPLUSAGE.—Section
456(a)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 656(a)(2)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘,
and’’ and inserting a period.

(e) CORRECTION OF DATE.—Section
466(a)(1)(B) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 666(a)(1)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘October 1, 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘January 1,
1994’’.
SEC. 327. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), the amendments made by this
title shall take effect as if included in the
enactment of title III of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193;
110 Stat. 2105).

(b) EXCEPTION.—The amendments made by
section 302(b)(2) shall take effect as if the
amendments had been included in the enact-
ment of section 103(a) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193;
110 Stat. 2112).

TITLE IV—RESTRICTING WELFARE AND
PUBLIC BENEFITS FOR ALIENS

Subtitle A—Eligibility for Federal Benefits
SEC. 401. ALIEN ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL BEN-

EFITS: LIMITED APPLICATION TO
MEDICARE AND BENEFITS UNDER
THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT.

(a) LIMITED APPLICATION TO MEDICARE.—
Section 401(b) of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1611(b)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(3) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any
benefit payable under title XVIII of the So-
cial Security Act (relating to the medicare

program) to an alien who is lawfully present
in the United States as determined by the
Attorney General and, with respect to bene-
fits payable under part A of such title, who
was authorized to be employed with respect
to any wages attributable to employment
which are counted for purposes of eligibility
for such benefits.’’.

(b) LIMITED APPLICATION TO BENEFITS
UNDER THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT.—Sec-
tion 401(b) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(8 U.S.C. 1611(b)) (as amended by subsection
(a)) is amended by inserting at the end the
following:

‘‘(4) Subsection (a) shall not apply to any
benefit payable under the Railroad Retire-
ment Act of 1974 or the Railroad Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act to an alien who is law-
fully present in the United States as deter-
mined by the Attorney General or to an
alien residing outside the United States.’’.
SEC. 402. EXCEPTIONS TO BENEFIT LIMITATIONS:

CORRECTIONS TO REFERENCE CON-
CERNING ALIENS WHOSE DEPORTA-
TION IS WITHHELD.

Sections 402(a)(2)(A)(iii), 402(b)(2)(A)(iii),
403(b)(1)(C), 412(b)(1)(C), and 431(b)(5) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)(A)(iii), 1612(b)(2)(A)(iii),
1613(b)(1)(C), 1622(b)(1)(C), and 1641(b)(5)) are
each amended by striking ‘‘section 243(h) of
such Act’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘section 243(h) of such Act (as in effect
immediately before the effective date of sec-
tion 307 of division C of Public Law 104–208)
or section 241(b)(3) of such Act (as amended
by section 305(a) of division C of Public Law
104–208)’’.
SEC. 403. VETERANS EXCEPTION: APPLICATION

OF MINIMUM ACTIVE DUTY SERVICE
REQUIREMENT; EXTENSION TO
UNREMARRIED SURVIVING SPOUSE;
EXPANDED DEFINITION OF VET-
ERAN.

(a) APPLICATION OF MINIMUM ACTIVE DUTY
SERVICE REQUIREMENT.—Sections
402(a)(2)(C)(i), 402(b)(2)(C)(i), 403(b)(2)(A), and
412(b)(3)(A) of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)(C)(i), 1612(b)(2)(C)(i),
1613(b)(2)(A), and 1622(b)(3)(A)) are each
amended by inserting ‘‘and who fulfills the
minimum active-duty service requirements
of section 5303A(d) of title 38, United States
Code’’ after ‘‘alienage’’.

(b) EXCEPTION APPLICABLE TO UNREMARRIED
SURVIVING SPOUSE.—Section 402(a)(2)(C)(iii),
402(b)(2)(C)(iii), 403(b)(2)(C), and 412(b)(3)(C)
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)(C)(iii), 1612(b)(2)(C)(iii),
1613(b)(2)(C), and 1622(b)(3)(C)) are each
amended by inserting before the period ‘‘or
the unremarried surviving spouse of an indi-
vidual described in clause (i) or (ii) who is
deceased if the marriage fulfills the require-
ments of section 1304 of title 38, United
States Code’’.

(c) EXPANDED DEFINITION OF VETERAN.—
Sections 402(a)(2)(C)(i), 402(b)(2)(C)(i),
403(b)(2)(A), and 412(b)(3)(A) of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)(C)(i), 1612(b)(2)(C)(i), 1613(b)(2)(A),
and 1622(b)(3)(A)) are each amended by in-
serting ‘‘, 1101, or 1301, or as described in sec-
tion 107’’ after ‘‘section 101’’.
SEC. 404. CORRECTION OF REFERENCE CON-

CERNING CUBAN AND HAITIAN EN-
TRANTS.

Section 403(d) of the Personal Responsibil-
ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1613(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘section 501 of the Refugee’’
and insert ‘‘section 501(a) of the Refugee’’;
and
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(2) by striking ‘‘section 501(e)(2)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘section 501(e)’’.
SEC. 405. NOTIFICATION CONCERNING ALIENS

NOT LAWFULLY PRESENT: CORREC-
TION OF TERMINOLOGY.

Section 1631(e)(9) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1383(e)(9)) and section 27 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as added
by section 404 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996, are each amended by striking ‘‘unlaw-
fully in the United States’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘not lawfully present in
the United States’’.
SEC. 406. FREELY ASSOCIATED STATES: CON-

TRACTS AND LICENSES.
Sections 401(c)(2)(A) and 411(c)(2)(A) of the

Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1611(c)(2)(A) and 1621(c)(2)(A)) are each
amended by inserting before the semicolon
at the end ‘‘, or to a citizen of a freely asso-
ciated state, if section 141 of the applicable
compact of free association approved in Pub-
lic Law 99–239 or 99–658 (or a successor provi-
sion) is in effect’’.
SEC. 407. CONGRESSIONAL STATEMENT REGARD-

ING BENEFITS FOR HMONG AND
OTHER HIGHLAND LAO VETERANS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Hmong and other Highland Lao tribal
peoples were recruited, armed, trained, and
funded for military operations by the United
States Department of Defense, Central Intel-
ligence Agency, Department of State, and
Agency for International Development to
further United States national security in-
terests during the Vietnam conflict.

(2) Hmong and other Highland Lao tribal
forces sacrificed their own lives and saved
the lives of American military personnel by
rescuing downed American pilots and air-
crews and by engaging and successfully
fighting North Vietnamese troops.

(3) Thousands of Hmong and other High-
land Lao veterans who fought in special gue-
rilla units on behalf of the United States
during the Vietnam conflict, along with
their families, have been lawfully admitted
to the United States in recent years.

(4) The Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Pub-
lic Law 104–193), the new national welfare re-
form law, restricts certain welfare benefits
for noncitizens of the United States and the
exceptions for noncitizen veterans of the
Armed Forces of the United States do not ex-
tend to Hmong veterans of the Vietnam con-
flict era, making Hmong veterans and their
families receiving certain welfare benefits
subject to restrictions despite their military
service on behalf of the United States.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL STATEMENT.—It is the
sense of the Congress that Hmong and other
Highland Lao veterans who fought on behalf
of the Armed Forces of the United States
during the Vietnam conflict and have law-
fully been admitted to the United States for
permanent residence should be considered
veterans for purposes of continuing certain
welfare benefits consistent with the excep-
tions provided other noncitizen veterans
under the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.

Subtitle B—General Provisions
SEC. 411. DETERMINATION OF TREATMENT OF

BATTERED ALIENS AS QUALIFIED
ALIENS; INCLUSION OF ALIEN CHILD
OF BATTERED PARENT AS QUALI-
FIED ALIEN.

(a) DETERMINATION OF STATUS BY AGENCY
PROVIDING BENEFITS.—Section 431 of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1641) is
amended in subsections (c)(1)(A) and (c)(2)(A)
by striking ‘‘Attorney General, which opin-

ion is not subject to review by any court)’’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘agency
providing such benefits)’’.

(b) GUIDANCE ISSUED BY ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL.—Section 431(c) of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1641(c)) is amended
by adding at the end the following new un-
designated paragraph:

‘‘After consultation with the Secretaries of
Health and Human Services, Agriculture,
and Housing and Urban Development, the
Commissioner of Social Security, and with
the heads of such Federal agencies admin-
istering benefits as the Attorney General
considers appropriate, the Attorney General
shall issue guidance (in the Attorney Gen-
eral’s sole and unreviewable discretion) for
purposes of this subsection and section 421(f),
concerning the meaning of the terms ‘bat-
tery’ and ‘extreme cruelty’, and the stand-
ards and methods to be used for determining
whether a substantial connection exists be-
tween battery or cruelty suffered and an in-
dividual’s need for benefits under a specific
Federal, State, or local program.’’.

(c) INCLUSION OF ALIEN CHILD OF BATTERED
PARENT AS QUALIFIED ALIEN.—Section 431(c)
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1641(c)) is amended—

(1) at the end of paragraph (1)(B)(iv) by
striking ‘‘or’’;

(2) at the end of paragraph (2)(B) by strik-
ing the period and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2)(B) and
before the last sentence of such subsection
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) an alien child who—
‘‘(A) resides in the same household as a

parent who has been battered or subjected to
extreme cruelty in the United States by that
parent’s spouse or by a member of the
spouse’s family residing in the same house-
hold as the parent and the spouse consented
or acquiesced to such battery or cruelty, but
only if (in the opinion of the agency provid-
ing such benefits) there is a substantial con-
nection between such battery or cruelty and
the need for the benefits to be provided; and

‘‘(B) who meets the requirement of sub-
paragraph (B) of paragraph (1).’’.

(d) INCLUSION OF ALIEN CHILD OF BATTERED
PARENT UNDER SPECIAL RULE FOR ATTRIBU-
TION OF INCOME.—Section 421(f)(1)(A) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1631(f)(1)(A)) is amended—

(1) at the end of clause (i) by striking ‘‘or’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘and the battery or cruelty
described in clause (i) or (ii)’’ and inserting
‘‘or (iii) the alien is a child whose parent
(who resides in the same household as the
alien child) has been battered or subjected to
extreme cruelty in the United States by that
parent’s spouse, or by a member of the
spouse’s family residing in the same house-
hold as the parent and the spouse consented
to, or acquiesced in, such battery or cruelty,
and the battery or cruelty described in
clause (i), (ii), or (iii)’’.
SEC. 412. VERIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR

BENEFITS.
(a) REGULATIONS AND GUIDANCE.—Section

432(a) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(8 U.S.C. 1642(a)) is amended—

(1) by inserting at the end of paragraph (1)
the following: ‘‘Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of the Welfare Re-
form Technical Corrections Act of 1997, the
Attorney General of the United States, after
consultation with the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, shall issue interim ver-
ification guidance.’’; and

(2) by adding after paragraph (2) the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(3) Not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of the Welfare Reform Tech-
nical Corrections Act of 1997, the Attorney
General shall promulgate regulations which
set forth the procedures by which a State or
local government can verify whether an
alien applying for a State or local public
benefit is a qualified alien, a nonimmigrant
under the Immigration and Nationality Act,
or an alien paroled into the United States
under section 212(d)(5) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act for less than 1 year, for
purposes of determining whether the alien is
ineligible for benefits under section 411 of
this Act.’’.

(b) DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION FOR VER-
IFICATION.—Section 384(b) of the Illegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law
104–208) is amended by adding after para-
graph (4) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) The Attorney General is authorized to
disclose information, to Federal, State, and
local public and private agencies providing
benefits, to be used solely in making deter-
minations of eligibility for benefits pursuant
to section 431(c) of the Personal Responsibil-
ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996.’’.

SEC. 413. QUALIFYING QUARTERS: DISCLOSURE
OF QUARTERS OF COVERAGE INFOR-
MATION; CORRECTION TO ASSURE
THAT CREDITING APPLIES TO ALL
QUARTERS EARNED BY PARENTS BE-
FORE CHILD IS 18.

(a) DISCLOSURE OF QUARTERS OF COVERAGE
INFORMATION.—Section 435 of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1645) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘Notwithstanding section 6103 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, the Commissioner
of Social Security is authorized to disclose
quarters of coverage information concerning
an alien and an alien’s spouse or parents to
a government agency for the purposes of this
title.’’.

(b) CORRECTION TO ASSURE THAT CREDITING
APPLIES TO ALL QUARTERS EARNED BY PAR-
ENTS BEFORE CHILD IS 18.—Section 435(1) of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1645(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘while the
alien was under age 18,’’ and inserting ‘‘be-
fore the date on which the alien attains age
18,’’.

SEC. 414. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION: BENEFIT
ELIGIBILITY LIMITATIONS APPLICA-
BLE ONLY WITH RESPECT TO
ALIENS PRESENT IN THE UNITED
STATES.

Section 433 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1643) is amended—

(1) by redesignated subsections (b) and (c)
as subsections (c) and (d); and

(2) by adding after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(b) BENEFIT ELIGIBILITY LIMITATIONS AP-
PLICABLE ONLY WITH RESPECT TO ALIENS
PRESENT IN THE UNITED STATES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this title,
the limitations on eligibility for benefits
under this title shall not apply to eligibility
for benefits of aliens who are not residing, or
present, in the United States with respect
to—

‘‘(1) wages, pensions, annuities, and other
earned payments to which an alien is enti-
tled resulting from employment by, or on be-
half of, a Federal, State, or local government
agency which was not prohibited during the
period of such employment or service under
section 274A or other applicable provision of
the Immigration and Nationality Act; or

‘‘(2) benefits under laws administered by
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs.’’.
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Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Clerical and
Technical Amendments; Effective Date

SEC. 421. CORRECTING MISCELLANEOUS CLERI-
CAL AND TECHNICAL ERRORS.

(a) INFORMATION REPORTING UNDER TITLE
IV OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—Effective
July 1, 1997, section 408 of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 608), as amended by sec-
tion 103, and as in effect pursuant to section
116, of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, and
as amended by section 106(e) of this Act, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(f) STATE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE CERTAIN
INFORMATION.—Each State to which a grant
is made under section 403 shall, at least 4
times annually and upon request of the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, fur-
nish the Immigration and Naturalization
Service with the name and address of, and
other identifying information on, any indi-
vidual who the State knows is not lawfully
present in the United States.’’.

(b) MISCELLANEOUS CLERICAL AND TECH-
NICAL CORRECTIONS.—

(1) Section 411(c)(3) of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1621(c)(3)) is
amended by striking ‘‘4001(c)’’ and inserting
‘‘401(c)’’.

(2) Section 422(a) of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1632(a)) is amended
by striking ‘‘benefits (as defined in section
412(c)),’’ and inserting ‘‘benefits,’’.

(3) Section 412(b)(1)(C) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1622(b)(1)(C))
is amended by striking ‘‘with-holding’’ and
inserting ‘‘withholding’’.

(4) The subtitle heading for subtitle D of
title IV of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Subtitle D—General Provisions’’.
(5) The subtitle heading for subtitle F of

title IV of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Subtitle F—Earned Income Credit Denied to
Unauthorized Employees’’.

(6) Section 431(c)(2)(B) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1641(c)(2)(B))
is amended by striking ‘‘clause (ii) of sub-
paragraph (A)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
(B) of paragraph (1)’’.

(7) Section 431(c)(1)(B) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1641(c)(1)(B))
is amended—

(A) in clause (iii) by striking ‘‘, or’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(as in effect prior to April 1, 1997),’’;
and

(B) by adding after clause (iv) the follow-
ing new clause:

‘‘(v) cancellation of removal pursuant to
section 240A(b)(2) of such Act;’’.
SEC. 422. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided, the amend-
ments made by this title shall be effective as
if included in the enactment of title IV of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.

TITLE V—CHILD PROTECTION
SEC. 501. CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL AMEND-

MENTS RELATING TO CHILD PRO-
TECTION.

(a) METHODS PERMITTED FOR CONDUCT OF
STUDY OF CHILD WELFARE.—Section 429A(a)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 628b(a))
is amended by inserting ‘‘(directly, or by
grant, contract, or interagency agreement)’’
after ‘‘conduct’’.

(b) REDESIGNATION OF PARAGRAPH.—Sec-
tion 471(a) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 671(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (17);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (18) (as added by section 1808(a) of
the Small Business Job Protection Act of
1996 (Public Law 104–188; 110 Stat. 1903)) and
inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by redesignating paragraph (18) (as
added by section 505(3) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193;
110 Stat. 2278)) as paragraph (19).
SEC. 502. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

RELATING TO CHILD PROTECTION.
(a) PART B AMENDMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Part B of title IV of the

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620-635) is
amended—

(A) in section 422(b)—
(i) by striking the period at the end of the

paragraph (9) (as added by section 554(3) of
the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994
(Public Law 103–382; 108 Stat. 4057)) and in-
serting a semicolon;

(ii) by redesignating paragraph (10) as
paragraph (11); and

(iii) by redesignating paragraph (9), as
added by section 202(a)(3) of the Social Secu-
rity Act Amendments of 1994 (Public Law
103–432, 108 Stat. 4453), as paragraph (10);

(B) in sections 424(b) and 425(a), by striking
‘‘422(b)(9)’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘422(b)(10)’’; and

(C) by transferring section 429A (as added
by section 503 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2277)) to
the end of subpart 1.

(2) CLARIFICATION OF CONFLICTING AMEND-
MENTS.—Section 204(a)(2) of the Social Secu-
rity Act Amendments of 1994 (Public Law
103–432; 108 Stat. 4456) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘(as added by such section 202(a))’’ before
‘‘and inserting’’.

(b) PART E AMENDMENTS.—Section 472(d) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 672(d)) is
amended by striking ‘‘422(b)(9)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘422(b)(10)’’.
SEC. 503. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this title shall
take effect as if included in the enactment of
title V of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2277).

TITLE VI—CHILD CARE
SEC. 601. CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL AMEND-

MENTS RELATING TO CHILD CARE.
(a) FUNDING.—Section 418(a) of the Social

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 618(a)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A), by inserting ‘‘the greater of’’ after
‘‘equal to’’;

(B) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘the sum of’’;
(ii) by striking ‘‘amounts expended’’ and

inserting ‘‘expenditures’’; and
(iii) by striking ‘‘section—’’ and all that

follows and inserting ‘‘subsections (g) and (i)
of section 402 (as in effect before October 1,
1995); or’’;

(C) in subparagraph (B)—
(i) by striking ‘‘sections’’ and inserting

‘‘subsections’’; and
(ii) by striking the semicolon at the end

and inserting a period; and
(D) in the matter following subparagraph

(B), by striking ‘‘whichever is greater.’’; and
(2) in paragraph (2)—
(A) by striking subparagraph (B) and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(B) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.—The total

amount available for payments to States
under this paragraph, as determined under

subparagraph (A), shall be allotted among
the States based on the formula used for de-
termining the amount of Federal payments
to each State under section 403(n) (as in ef-
fect before October 1, 1995).’’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (C) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(C) FEDERAL MATCHING OF STATE EXPENDI-
TURES EXCEEDING HISTORICAL EXPENDI-
TURES.—The Secretary shall pay to each eli-
gible State for a fiscal year an amount equal
to the lesser of the State’s allotment under
subparagraph (B) or the Federal medical as-
sistance percentage for the State for the fis-
cal year (as defined in section 1905(b), as such
section was in effect on September 30, 1995)
of so much of the State’s expenditures for
child care in that fiscal year as exceed the
total amount of expenditures by the State
(including expenditures from amounts made
available from Federal funds) in fiscal year
1994 or 1995 (whichever is greater) for the
programs described in paragraph (1)(A).’’;
and

(C) in subparagraph (D)(i)—
(i) by striking ‘‘amounts under any grant

awarded’’ and inserting ‘‘any amounts allot-
ted’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘the grant is made’’ and in-
serting ‘‘such amounts are allotted’’.

(b) DATA USED TO DETERMINE HISTORIC
STATE EXPENDITURES.—Section 418(a) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 618(a)), is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(5) DATA USED TO DETERMINE STATE AND
FEDERAL SHARES OF EXPENDITURES.—In mak-
ing the determinations concerning expendi-
tures required under paragraphs (1) and
(2)(C), the Secretary shall use information
that was reported by the State on ACF Form
231 and available as of the applicable dates
specified in clauses (i)(I), (ii), and (iii)(III) of
section 403(a)(1)(D).’’.

(c) DEFINITION OF STATE.—Section 418(d) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 618(d)) is
amended by striking ‘‘or’’ and inserting
‘‘and’’.
SEC. 602. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AND TECH-

NICAL AMENDMENTS.
The Child Care and Development Block

Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) in section 658E(c)(2)(E)(ii), by striking
‘‘tribal organization’’ and inserting ‘‘tribal
organizations’’;

(2) in section 658K(a)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) in subparagraph (B)—
(I) by striking clause (iv) and inserting the

following:
‘‘(iv) whether the head of the family unit is

a single parent;’’;
(II) in clause (v)—
(aa) in the matter preceding subclause (I),

by striking ‘‘including the amount obtained
from (and separately identified)—’’ and in-
serting ‘‘including—’’; and

(bb) by striking subclause (II) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(II) cash or other assistance under—
‘‘(aa) the temporary assistance for needy

families program under part A of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et
seq.); and

‘‘(bb) a State program for which State
spending is counted toward the maintenance
of effort requirement under section 409(a)(7)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(7));’’; and

(III) in clause (x), by striking ‘‘week’’ and
inserting ‘‘month’’; and

(ii) by striking subparagraph (D) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(D) USE OF SAMPLES.—
‘‘(i) AUTHORITY.—A State may comply with

the requirement to collect the information
described in subparagraph (B) through the
use of disaggregated case record information
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on a sample of families selected through the
use of scientifically acceptable sampling
methods approved by the Secretary.

‘‘(ii) SAMPLING AND OTHER METHODS.—The
Secretary shall provide the States with such
case sampling plans and data collection pro-
cedures as the Secretary deems necessary to
produce statistically valid samples of the in-
formation described in subparagraph (B). The
Secretary may develop and implement proce-
dures for verifying the quality of data sub-
mitted by the States.’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)—
(i) in the heading, by striking ‘‘BIANNUAL’’

and inserting ‘‘ANNUAL’’; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘6’’ and inserting ‘‘12’’;
(3) in section 658L, by striking ‘‘1997’’ and

inserting ‘‘1998’’;
(4) in section 658O(c)(6)(C), by striking

‘‘(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B)’’; and
(5) in section 658P(13), by striking ‘‘or’’ and

inserting ‘‘and’’.
SEC. 603. REPEALS.

(a) CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE SCHOL-
ARSHIP ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1985.—Title VI of
the Human Services Reauthorization Act of
1986 (42 U.S.C. 10901–10905) is repealed.

(b) STATE DEPENDENT CARE DEVELOPMENT
GRANTS ACT.—Subchapter E of chapter 8 of
subtitle A of title VI of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9871–
9877) is repealed.

(c) PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.—
Title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8001 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) in section 10413(a), by striking para-
graph (4);

(2) in section 10963(b)(2), by striking sub-
paragraph (G); and

(3) in section 10974(a)(6), by striking sub-
paragraph (G).

(d) NATIVE HAWAIIAN FAMILY-BASED EDU-
CATION CENTERS.—Section 9205 of the Native
Hawaiian Education Act (20 U.S.C. 7905) is
repealed.
SEC. 604. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), this title and the amend-
ments made by this title shall take effect as
if included in the enactment of title VI of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2278).

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The amendment made by
section 601(a)(2)(B) and the repeal made by
section 603(d) shall each take effect on Octo-
ber 1, 1997.
TITLE VII—ERISA AMENDMENTS RELAT-

ING TO MEDICAL CHILD SUPPORT OR-
DERS

SEC. 701. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION
303 OF THE PERSONAL RESPON-
SIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1996.

(a) PRIVACY SAFEGUARDS FOR MEDICAL
CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS.—Section 609(a)(3)(A)
of the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)(3)(A)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘except that, to the extent provided in the
order, the name and mailing address of an of-
ficial of a State or a political subdivision
thereof may be substituted for the mailing
address of any such alternate recipient,’’.

(b) PAYMENT TO STATE OFFICIAL TREATED
AS SATISFACTION OF PLAN’S OBLIGATION.—
Section 609(a) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1169(a))
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(9) PAYMENT TO STATE OFFICIAL TREATED
AS SATISFACTION OF PLAN’S OBLIGATION TO
MAKE PAYMENT TO ALTERNATE RECIPIENT.—
Payment of benefits by a group health plan
to an official of a State or a political sub-
division thereof who is named in a qualified
medical child support order in lieu of the al-

ternate recipient, pursuant to paragraph
(3)(A), shall be treated, for purposes of this
title, as payment of benefits to the alternate
recipient.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall be apply with re-
spect to medical child support orders issued
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 702. AMENDMENT RELATING TO SECTION

381 OF THE PERSONAL RESPON-
SIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1996.

(a) CLARIFICATION OF EFFECT OF ADMINIS-
TRATIVE NOTICES.—Section 609(a)(2)(B) of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)(2)(B)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘For purposes of this subparagraph,
an administrative notice which is issued pur-
suant to an administrative process referred
to in subclause (II) of the preceding sentence
and which has the effect of an order de-
scribed in clause (i) or (ii) of the preceding
sentence shall be treated as such an order.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall be effective as if
included in the enactment of section 381 of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2257).
SEC. 703. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SECTION

382 OF THE PERSONAL RESPON-
SIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1996.

(a) ELIMINATION OF REQUIREMENT THAT OR-
DERS SPECIFY AFFECTED PLANS.—Section
609(a)(3) of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)(3)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘, and’’
and inserting a period; and

(2) by striking subparagraph (D).
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply with respect
to medical child support orders issued on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SHAW] and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW].

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased today to
rise in support of H.R. 1048, the Welfare
Reform Technical Corrections Act of
1997. Last year Congress passed and the
President signed a new welfare law
that substantially reformed the Na-
tion’s welfare policy, including Federal
programs providing cash welfare, child
care, child support and disability pay-
ments and welfare for noncitizens.
That comprehensive legislation also in-
cluded a provision requiring the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
and the Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity to submit to Congress a detailed
proposal for making technical correc-
tions and conforming amendments to
this law. The goal was to produce legis-
lation that would facilitate the imple-
mentation of the new national welfare
reform policy in the simplest, most
sensible way. Thus we have the bill be-
fore us today.

My motion also includes a minor
change since the Committee on Ways
and Means acted. This change is nec-
essary to address the concerns of ap-

propriations and budget committees
with section 214 of the bill regarding
payments to the prisoners.

I understand that the minority is
fully advised of this amendment and
has no objection to that.

There is little in this bill that is
flashy or that rises above the truly
technical. In fact, most changes would
either correct or clarify the law by
changing cross-references or correcting
grammatical or format errors. None-
theless, this is an important legislative
product for several reasons:

First, it is the result of cooperation
between the administration, the Con-
gress and the States. Most provisions
of this bill stem from requests made by
the administration and the States who
are charged with swiftly and efficiently
implementing the new welfare pro-
grams in accordance with new Federal
law.

Second, this bill is thoroughly bipar-
tisan. One of the basic ground rules
used in crafting this bill is that if any
side, House Republicans, House Demo-
crats, Senate Republicans, Senate
Democrats or the Clinton administra-
tion, objected to a provision, it would
not be included in this bill. As a result,
both the subcommittee and the full
committee voted in favor of this legis-
lation unanimously. I suspect that we
will have a similar vote here on the
floor today.

Finally, this effort shows that all
sides want to make welfare reform
work. Either side could have derailed
the process at any time along the way,
and this so-far-friendly process could
still be halted in the Senate. But for
today the interests of making the new
law work have won out over partisan-
ship and grandstanding.

Mr. Speaker, let me say a word about
what is not in this bill, and it is not in
this bill by design. This bill is not a ve-
hicle to reopen the debate over fun-
damental welfare reform changes.
These issues are settled, and all parties
crafting this legislation accepted that
fact at least for the moment. This leg-
islation makes many changes that will
allow welfare reform to work better,
which is everybody’s goal. While the
changes made here are quite minor,
this bill represents Congress at its
best, fostering cooperation with the
States, working in a bipartisan fashion
and producing changes that make Gov-
ernment more efficient in its services
to the people that we all serve.

I urge all Members to support this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Today we are considering the Welfare
Reform Technical Corrections Act of
1997. This legislation will correct tech-
nical problems that impact implemen-
tation of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act.

Last year’s bill carried out signifi-
cant changes in the structure of our
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Nation’s welfare system. As we all
know, it is inevitable when we pass
comprehensive legislation that we
must go back and correct technical er-
rors. The basis of this bill began with a
list of recommended corrections sub-
mitted by the administration early in
the year. From the outset, the process
of formulating this bill was always
open. States, municipalities and advo-
cacy groups contributed extensively to
the process to ensure that this bill
clears up any ambiguities due to draft-
ing errors or oversight.

By agreement among Republicans
and Democrats on the committee, as
mentioned by the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, this bill
only addresses strictly technical prob-
lems which have been identified since
the bill’s passage. Each of the measures
in this bill is technical in nature and
does not change the substance of the
new law. If a proposed change was con-
sidered substantive or controversial by
either Republicans or Democrats, it
was not included in this legislation.

For example, the bill clarifies that
Social Security benefits are denied to
prison inmates and prohibits them
from receiving Old Age Disability In-
surance benefits. The bill also clarifies
the sharing of the 35-hour work re-
quirement and the provision for child
care in cases of two-parent families
who must work a combined 35 hours
plus 20 hours, or 55 hours, per week to
be counted toward meeting the work
requirement.

Another example, the bill also ex-
tends until February 22, 1998, the dead-
line for the Social Security Adminis-
tration to determine the eligibility of
children for certain benefits and gives
States an additional 3 months to sub-
mit their biennial welfare plans.

The noncontroversial nature of these
corrections is reflected in the commit-
tee vote. The Welfare Reform Tech-
nical Corrections Act passed the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means unani-
mously, 33 to zero. All Members, those
who voted for the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Act and
those who did not, supported this tech-
nical corrections legislation.

There are still substantive issues re-
garding the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act which very much need bipartisan
attention. I would cite as examples dis-
ability benefits for elderly legal immi-
grants and certain food stamp benefits.
Negotiations on these matters are tak-
ing place within the context of budget
discussions. This bill was not the in-
tended vehicle for these outstanding
concerns.

This bill represents the culmination
of a long process. I would like to thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SHAW], chairman of the Subcommittee
on Human Resources, for the manner
in which this bill was handled from be-
ginning to end.

The staff also did an exemplary job in
working together to keep the bill tech-
nical in nature, and the staff on both

sides of the aisle is here with us this
afternoon.

Finally, the administration should be
commended for the stellar job done in
assembling the technical corrections
that form the basis of this bill, specifi-
cally the Department of Health and
Human Services and the Social Secu-
rity Administration.

Throughout this process, we have put
aside our differences and focused on
crafting a truly technical bill. In this
spirit, as was true in the Committee on
Ways and Means by unanimous vote, I
urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to support this necessary tech-
nical correction legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DELAY].

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this important legislation
and I commend the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW] for bringing it
to the floor.

Last year, when the Congress passed
comprehensive welfare reform, the
United States took a giant step in the
right direction. By providing incen-
tives for able-bodied Americans to
leave welfare and move to private sec-
tor employment, we have given these
Americans a chance to realize the
American dream. But, Mr. Speaker, the
administration has not received the
message.

The hallmark of our welfare reform
law is flexibility. Give the States the
ability to design their own systems to
give people a hand up, not just a hand-
out, and the States will be more suc-
cessful than the Federal Government
has been in bringing and making wel-
fare work for the American people.
This has proven to be the case in State
after State, places like Wisconsin and
Michigan.

My home State of Texas wants to
have that chance to help its people in
ways unique to Texas. Texas has peti-
tioned the Federal Government to ap-
prove its innovative welfare reform
proposal. This proposal includes com-
monsense ideas such as one-stop bene-
fits centers so that people who are on
welfare do not have to waste time trav-
eling from one center to another to col-
lect benefits. This is a commonsense
proposal and would save the American
taxpayers millions of dollars while giv-
ing the welfare recipients more time to
look for a job.

Unfortunately, the administration
has refused to give Texas the flexibil-
ity it needs to implement this pro-
gram. Texas has met every require-
ment asked of it by the Federal Gov-
ernment since last July when it first
started the approval process. Still, the
administration has not granted full ap-
proval. Without that approval, Texas
cannot implement its program of get-
ting people off of welfare and putting
them to work.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge the adminis-
tration to stop stonewalling and give

Texas a chance to move ahead with
real welfare reform. What is good for
the rest of the country should be good
for the great State of Texas.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Let me just say in response to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]
that this matter is really not within
the purview of this technical correc-
tions bill. The administration is con-
sidering this matter and is taking time
to make sure that it arrives at an ap-
propriate answer.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SHAW] and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] for their
hard work. I know that there are some
who might say there is more interest-
ing work than technical corrections
but nothing is more important across
this country to people who really do
not know exactly what is said in the
statute and, therefore, have to inter-
pret it and live by it. So I really thank
these gentlemen for the hard work that
they have done so that people could un-
derstand exactly what is expected of
them and they can carry out their du-
ties as they should.

I also as a ranking Democrat on the
Subcommittee on Social Security am
pleased to rise in support of this bill
that has been so well crafted. The leg-
islation includes several technical and
miscellaneous changes related to So-
cial Security. These changes clarify
certain effective dates, extend dem-
onstration project authority and im-
prove the law which denies Social Se-
curity benefits to prisoners.

Mr. Speaker, some years ago we
passed legislation denying Social Secu-
rity benefits to incarcerated criminals.
However, for some reason it has been
difficult to get local jails and other in-
stitutions to notify the Federal Gov-
ernment they have custody of such in-
mates. As a result, the law’s implemen-
tation has been somewhat spotty.

This legislation would provide a fi-
nancial incentive for such reporting. I
am hopeful that such an incentive will
be effective in stopping benefits pay-
ments in a timely fashion.

b 1430
Another provision of this bill would

facilitate the implementation of vol-
untary tax withholding of Social Secu-
rity benefits. The technical correction
would remove an impediment to an al-
ready enacted law permitting this
withholding. The law should have been
effective in January of this year but
the Social Security Act prohibits as-
signment of Social Security benefits.

Today’s technical correction will
eliminate the inconsistency between
those two laws and allow the voluntary
withholding to go forward. Many peo-
ple have contacted many Members of
the Congress urging swift enactment of
this technical correction, and this will
clarify exactly what can happen.
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I expect we will find many bene-

ficiaries who are anxious to utilize this
option. I urge my colleagues to vote for
this bill. I really thank the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW] and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] for
the time and effort they have given to
bringing this to the floor, and I am
very glad to associate myself with it.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MEEHAN].

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], for yielding me
the time and I rise today in support of
H.R. 1048, the Welfare Reform Tech-
nical Corrections Act.

Incorporated in this bipartisan legis-
lation is a provision that statutorily
denies Social Security benefits to a
group of individuals who have been
convicted of serious sex crimes. This
provision is based on H.R. 237, a bill
that I drafted in response to an
expośe by investigative reporter Joe
Bergantino of WBZ in Boston.

Mr. Chairman, in 1994 Congress
amended the Social Security Act to
close a host of loopholes which enabled
prisoners and other dangerous individ-
uals to receive Social Security benefits
while incarcerated. Congress’ intent
was clear: Social Security benefits
were denied on the grounds that these
dangerous individuals sentenced to
cost-free living in government institu-
tions should not receive additional ben-
efits.

This was not a punitive action, Mr.
Speaker, but a simple recognition that
in an era of limited resources, pris-
oners and other dangerous individuals
should not be able to double dip.

By and large, the law succeeded.
However, it had one glaring loophole.
In at least 7 States, including the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, there
have been a number of sexual offenders
who have been committed civilly to
various institutions, usually upon com-
pletion of a criminal sentence. These
individuals are currently eligible for
Social Security benefits because they
do not technically fit into a specific
classification under the 1994 law.

In Massachusetts, at Bridgewater
Treatment Center, for example, there
are about 20 men there, hardened sex-
ual offenders, who receive more than
$10,000 a month in benefits.

It is an outrage that some of the
most dangerous criminals in society
continue to receive payments at a cost
to hard-working Americans. Today, by
passing this bill, we can close a huge
loophole that has been long overdue
and send a message to prisoners still
collecting Social Security benefits.
The message is: Your benefits are de-
nied.

I want to thank my colleagues on the
Committee on Ways and Means, par-
ticularly the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, Mr. RICHARD NEAL, and the
gentlewoman from Connecticut, Mrs.
BARBARA KENNELLY, for their work on
this legislation, and I strongly urge
support of H.R. 1048.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
league from Michigan for his tremen-
dous work and cooperation. This could
have developed into a circus, knowing
of some of the controversies within
welfare reform, but the Members all
chose to be very professional and see
this go through and go through in a
very smooth way.

I would also like to thank the staff of
the administration as well as the mi-
nority and the majority here in the
House. To craft a technical corrections
bill of this size is quite a job, and quite
a laborious job to come through the
legislation and find things that need
adjustment, fine-tuning and correction,
and take care of that. For that I am
very appreciative to all of our staffs for
having done so.

I also appreciate the cooperation we
received from the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, from the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GOODLING], and the gentleman from Ar-
izona [Mr. STUMP], of the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, in cooperating in
their jurisdiction within this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD at this time a letter from the
gentleman from Pennsylvania and the
gentleman from Arizona as well.

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
AND THE WORKFORCE,

Washington, DC, April 25, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing regarding
H.R. 1048, the Welfare Reform Technical Cor-
rections Act of 1997 and have no objection to
this bill being scheduled for consideration.
The bill was introduced by Rep. Clay Shaw
and was referred additionally to the Commit-
tee on Education and the Workforce. The
Committee on Ways and Means ordered the
bill favorably reported on April 23, 1997.
While the bill includes amendments that af-
fect programs within the jurisdiction of this
Committee, specifically the Mandatory Work
Requirements of Title I and the Child Care
Provisions of Title VI, I do not intend to call
a full Committee meeting to consider this
bill; however, the Committee does hold an
interest in preserving its jurisdiction with
respect to issues raised in the bill and its ju-
risdictional prerogatives in future legisla-
tion should the provisions of this bill be con-
sidered in a conference with the Senate.

Additionally, I would indicate that I am
currently working with Chairman Archer to
include a technical amendment to the Em-
ployment Retirement Income Security Act
(ERISA), during Floor consideration; this
amendment is solely within the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

I thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter and look forward to swift passage of H.R.
1048.

Sincerely,
BILL GOODLING,

Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, April 28, 1997.
Hon. BILL ARCHER,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR BILL: Thanks for working with me
and the Department of Veterans Affairs to
straighten out the few problems which had
arisen with the payment of veterans benefits
and the operation of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act (PRWORA). I understand that the
Welfare Reform Technical Corrections Act of
1997 addresses all of our concerns about the
possible interruption of payment of veterans
benefits as a result of technical defects in
the Act. We very much appreciate your
staff’s willingness to get these issues worked
out.

Sincerely,
BOB STUMP,

Chairman.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to support H.R. 1048, the Welfare Reform
Technical Corrections Act of 1997. This legis-
lation makes a number of technical and clarify-
ing amendments to the Personal Responsibil-
ity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996—the welfare reform law—that Congress
passed and President Clinton signed last year.

I want to emphasize that these amendments
are technical and clarifying in nature and do
not change or undercut the important reforms
of welfare that we made last year.

A number of the provisions in H.R. 1048 fall
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce. Our committee
has worked very closely with the Ways and
Means Committee in putting this bill together,
and I want to thank Chairman Archer and
Chairman Shaw and their staffs for working
with us in this process and accommodating
our concerns along the way.

I want to particularly highlight provisions that
fall within the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce regarding man-
datory work requirements in section 105, child
care provisions in title VI, and ERISA amend-
ments relating to medical child support orders
in title VII.

In the area of mandatory work requirements,
H.R. 1048 makes the following technical and
clarifying changes:

First, it allows States to count 2-parent fami-
lies in which one parent is disabled as a 1-
parent family for purposes of calculating the
State work participation rate.

Second, it clarifies that States may exclude
persons covered by a tribal work program
from their calculation of work participation
rates.

Third, it allows States flexibility in counting
the ours of work by each parent in 2-parent
families.

Fourth, it amends the conditions under
which States may count up to 12 weeks of job
search as meeting work participation require-
ments to better reflect the type of economic
conditions that were intended by that provision
of the welfare reform law.

Fifth, it addresses the work participation rate
requirements for caretaker relatives for chil-
dren under age 6 and makes those require-
ments consistent with those for parents.

Sixth, it clarifies language regarding the
qualifying number of hours for teenage head
of households.

In the area of child care, H.R. 1048 makes
a number of drafting clarifications to the fund-
ing allocation language of the welfare reform
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law. In addition, H.R. 1048 repeals the author-
ization for four narrowly targeted child care
programs which we had intended to repeal as
part of the welfare reform law, and as part of
the consolidation of child care programs in
that law. Because of the rules of the Senate,
the provisions to repeal these programs were
dropped from last year’s welfare reform law,
but are now included in this bill.

Finally, title VII of H.R. 1048 contains four
changes to the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act [ERISA], each of which relate to
medical child support orders.

Section 701(a) allows the name and mailing
address of an official of a State or political
subdivision to be substituted for the mailing
address of an ‘‘alternate recipient’’ who is the
custodial parent of a child covered under an
ERISA group health plan. Section 701(b) al-
lows an ERISA group health plan to make
payment of benefits to an official of a State or
political subdivision who is named in a quali-
fied medical child support order. Together,
these two provisions will facilitate the payment
of benefits to the appropriate party and main-
tain confidentiality of information, particularly in
the case of child abuse.

Section 702 clarifies that an administrative
notice which is issued in an administrative
process in connection with a qualified medical
child support order shall have the same effect
as the order itself. This will facilitate the pay-
ment of benefits to the appropriate party on a
timely basis and without having to seek a new
court order.

Section 703 deletes a requirement that a
qualified medical child support order must con-
tain the name of every plan to which the order
applies. This will facilitate the time application
of such an order when coverage changes from
plan to plan.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these are all
good changes which help clarify the welfare
reform law and will help the States implement
that very important law. I urge my colleagues
to join in support of this legislation.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. Speaker, as
the House debates H.R. 1048, I rise today to
express my continuing concern regarding the
negative impact of the welfare reform bill on
the Hmong veterans who served along with
our soldiers during the Vietnam war. I am
pleased that the bill before us today recog-
nizes the importance of this issue. However,
the sense of Congress language does not go
far enough to address the real need facing the
Hmong community. I believe that every pos-
sible effort must be made to restore the bene-
fits that were promised to these veterans.

I agree that reform of the welfare system
was necessary as a means to facilitate the
transition from welfare to work and to encour-
age greater self-sufficiency for able-bodied
adults. However, the legislation enacted last
year will adversely affect the Hmong people of
Laos who deserve special consideration be-
cause they cooperated and sacrificed for our
Government and its Armed Forces during the
Vietnam war.

Because of a provision in the welfare reform
law, legal residents, with a few exceptions, are
ineligible to receive SSI. As a result, many of
the elderly and disabled Hmong veterans and
their dependents will be discontinued from the
SSI program by August 22, 1997.

During the Vietnam war, many of the
Hmong people worked for our intelligence and
Special Forces groups. It is wrong to abandon

these men and women who served as valu-
able allies to us during the Southeast Asian
conflict.

Though not classified as veterans by our
Government, the Hmong of Laos were en-
gaged in covert operations directed by the
Central Intelligence Agency. Since many
served in non-uniformed units, it remains un-
certain if ‘‘veteran’’ status can be proved.
these Special Forces teams aided our efforts
tremendously during the Southeast Asian con-
flict, but, at great cost and personal loss to
themselves. Many of the Hmong lost their
lives. They suffered innumerable casualties,
and lost their homeland to Communist forces.
After the war, the Hmong were forced to live
in refugee camps, many in substandard condi-
tions, and were later brought to our country as
political refugees.

The process of assimilation to the United
States has been especially difficult for the
Hmong. One major setback for many, is that
their command of the English language is in-
sufficient to successfully complete the natu-
ralization process. This is partly because, up
until the 1950’s, the Hmong did not have a
written language, which has made learning to
speak, read, and write the English language
extremely difficult. Further, the English-learn-
ing process has been stymied by the high rate
of illiteracy among the Hmong in their own na-
tive language. Educational opportunities in
their homeland, for the majority of the Hmong
who were brought to the United States as po-
litical refugees, were seriously undermined as
a result of the war-ravaged years in Laos.

Aside from limited educational and work op-
portunities in the United States, the Hmong
must overcome many other obstacles during
their assimilation and adjustment process.
First, many Hmong who survived the war are
afflicted with physically-disabling conditions
and mental disabilities such as post-traumatic
stress syndrome. Second, they must adjust to
a set of very different cultural practices and
norms. Finally, the Hmong are subject to dis-
crimination and prejudice in their new environ-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, today we are taking a first step
toward restoring benefits to this deserving
group. It is imperative that we follow through
on the statement in the bill today and ensure
further legislative action is taken. I am commit-
ted to working with the committee to develop
a workable solution to this problem. The
Hmong, who sacrificed much to fight by our
Nation’s side during the Vietnam war, should
not be forgotten.

WAXAO XIONG

HMONG, AGE 70

Waxao served as a U.S. recruited soldier in
the Luangprabang area of Laos beginning in
1964. Because of his leadership in the war, he
was a special target of the communists in
Laos. He ran for his life, narrowly escaping
capture, but leaving behind his wife, mother
and father in Laos. In 1987 he received a spe-
cial reward for his exemplary military serv-
ice in partnership with the United States.

Now he says he wants very much to be a
citizen of the United States, especially be-
cause he was a leader in fighting against the
communists for the U.S. ‘‘I want to work to
help this country, but I don’t speak English.
I went to adult school for one year. Now I am
studying in English and citizenship classes
in my apartment complex, but learning is so
slow. I do not know how I can pass the test.’’

LOR VANG

HMONG, AGE 74

Lor was once a well respected mayor of his
village in Laos. Although Lor and his family
had little formal education, he nevertheless
owned and worked their own land. During
the Vietnam War four of his six children and
his parents were killed. Following the war he
lived for 13 years in two refugee camps in
Thailand and arrived in the United States in
1989 at age 66.

Now, through tears, he grieves his losses
and wonders how American friends can assist
him now. In Laos he was able to support his
family, but arriving in the U.S. with no
skills and no knowledge of English made him
totally dependent on others. ‘‘The U.S. has
been very good. But I had little education in
Laos, and it is hard to learn English here.
Because I can’t pass the citizenship test, I
am thinking about killing myself.’’

PAO DOUA VANG

HMONG, AGE 79

Pao Doua Vang served as a soldier allied
with the United States in Laos during the
Vietnam War from 1960–1975. His two sons
served in the military as well, including one
son who was only 13 when he was killed in
battle. Pao was shot in the head by Com-
munist soldiers and lost most of his hearing
due to this injury. He also has a metal plate
in his head from a bomb blast (although he
does not remember the blast). He arrived in
the United States in 1983 with his wife and
daughters to live with his sister-in-law.

Due to the death of his mother and father
when he was very young, Pao never had an
opportunity to go to school. Through tears
Pao says, ‘‘I have lost hope in my old coun-
try. Now America is my country and hope.
My children are citizens. I want to be a citi-
zen too—but I have failed the English part of
the test. If I am not a citizen, I have no fu-
ture. Please help. My family is doing all they
can, but they have their own problems and
not very much money. Please don’t let wel-
fare reform happen to me.’’

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of this bill. The welfare reform legislation
enacted last year was a major step in the right
direction of improving the welfare system, but
all of us who supported this bill knew that it
wasn’t perfect and that we needed to continue
to strengthen this bill. I want to commend
Chairman Shaw for his sincere commitment to
doing the hard work necessary to make sure
welfare reform legislation works the way that
we intended.

One of the key features of the welfare re-
form bill was the principle that States should
be allowed to try innovative approaches to im-
prove the welfare system. In that vein, I would
like to take this opportunity to encourage the
administration to approve the waiver allowing
Texas to proceed with soliciting bids for the
Texas Integrated Enrollment System.

The Texas Integrated Enrollment System
would allow private vendors to compete with
public agencies for a contract to develop and
operate an integrated enrollment system. The
Texas Legislature determined that a private
contractor, working in partnership with a public
agency, might be able to make the transition
to a integrated process more efficiently than
the current structure and achieve savings that
could be used to assist needy individuals
more directly.

I don’t know if that assumption is correct.
Some of my colleagues have raised valid con-
cerns about the impact that privatization would
have on the welfare system. I have some res-
ervations myself about whether privatizing the
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welfare eligibility system makes sense. But we
are not debating whether or not privatization is
a good idea. All we are debating—or at least
all we should be debating—is whether Texas
should be allowed to explore the options of al-
lowing private contractors to administer a part
of the welfare system. It is not possible for
anyone to know what impact privatization will
have until the bids are submitted. I would say
to those who oppose privatization as well as
those who support privatization: Let’s wait and
see what proposals are made for privatization
before we jump to a conclusion either way.

Injecting some competition into this process
will produce a welfare system that is better for
welfare recipients and taxpayers. I would hope
that those who oppose privatization will put
their energy into improving the current system
instead of trying to prevent any competition.

Approving the Texas waiver request does
not necessarily mean that Texas will privatize
any part of the welfare system. The Federal
Government still must approve any contract
with a private company before any privatiza-
tion can become final. We should wait until we
see the proposals from private companies be-
fore we decide whether or not privatization
makes sense. We can’t honestly debate the
merits of privatization until we know the facts
about what privatization will mean.

If the bids by private contractors don’t ade-
quately address the concerns that have been
raised about the impact that privatization will
have on individuals applying for assistance
and on the current employees, or if the public
sector can demonstrate that they can admin-
ister welfare programs more efficiently and ef-
fectively than any of the private contractors, I
will be the first to argue that we shouldn’t go
forward with privatization.

I regret that this issue has become so politi-
cized. I would urge all parties involved to cool
our rhetoric and try to work together to find a
way to allow Texas to explore this option while
providing safeguards against the concerns we
all share. I know Governor Bush and Commis-
sioner McKinney are committed to finding a
constructive solution, and believe that the ad-
ministration is willing to work with them as
well. I hope that they will continue their dialog
to find a solution that will allow Texas to move
forward with this proposal.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the move to make technical correc-
tions to the welfare reform law, H.R. 1048. Al-
though I was hopeful that the measure would
include provisions to exempt Hmong veterans
from benefit restrictions, I am pleased that the
sense of Congress was included in the
amendments offered. This sense of Congress
would recognize the service of thousands of
Hmong and other Highland Lao veterans who
fought in special guerrilla units on behalf of
the United States during the Vietnam war. I
would also state that Congress should ap-
prove legislation for the purpose of continuing
certain welfare benefits for these Hmong and
Highland Lao veterans and their families
based on their service to the United States.

I believe that we must go further than this
sense of Congress language to recognize the
service of the Lao Hmong, however, this is an
important step in the process of honoring the
sacrifice of the Hmong patriots. The Hmong
stood by the United States at a crucial time in
our history; now we have an opportunity to
repay that loyalty. Many of those who survived
and made it to the United States are sepa-

rated from other family members and are hav-
ing a difficult time adjusting to life here.

I worked to include language in this bill that
would make the treatment of Hmong veterans
commensurate with that of other aliens who
served in United States regular military forces.
While this provision was not included, I am en-
couraged that this sense of Congress has bi-
partisan support and expresses a shared in-
tent to amend this matter and am hopeful that
this issue will be resolved in the near future to
avert the August 1997 deadline. The loss of
benefits to these legal immigrants that can’t
pass an English language test is unfair and
works a special hardship on the Hmong, refu-
gees and asylees nationally.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that the House of Representatives ap-
proved the passage of H.R. 1048, the Welfare
Technical Corrections Act of 1997, which I
supported. The bill makes a number of tech-
nical corrections to the 104th Congress’ his-
toric welfare reform bill.

I want to draw particular attention to section
407 of the bill. This section provides for:

...the sense of the Congress that Hmong
and other Highland Lao veterans who fought
on behalf of the Armed Forces of the United
States during the Vietnam conflict and have
lawfully been admitted to the United States
for permanent residence should be consid-
ered veterans for purposes of continuing cer-
tain welfare benefits consistent with the ex-
ceptions provided other noncitizen veterans
under the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.

The Hmong share a unique historic link with
the United States and our objectives in the
Vietnam war. It is because of their valiant
service that these people deserve our con-
centrated attention. I want to thank Human
Resources Subcommittee Chairman SHAW,
Congressman KLECZKA, Congressman
RAMSTAD, and the remaining members of the
Ways and Means Committee for including this
important language in the bill. I am pleased
that my communication with the committee
has in some measure contributed to raising
awareness about the Hmong and their unique
situation.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude therein extraneous material on
H.R. 1048.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I have no

further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 1048, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ADVISING MEMBERSHIP OF IS-
RAELI PRIME MINISTER
NETANYAHU ADDRESS ON
HOUSE CABLE TV

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, permit
me to take this opportunity to inform
my colleagues of arrangements I have
made for them to be able to view a
major speech of Israeli Prime Minister
Netanyahu on House cable channel 25.

Recently the Israeli Prime Minister
addressed the membership of Voices
United for Israel, an organization dedi-
cated to a secure Israel, comprised of
more than 200 Christian and Jewish or-
ganizations representing 40 million
people across our Nation. Based on the
attendance of that event, it is obvious
that support for a strong United
States-Israeli relationship can be found
throughout our Nation.

Accordingly, I have arranged for the
Prime Minister’s remarks to be broad-
cast on our House cable channeling,
channel 25, this Wednesday, April 30,
and Thursday, May 1, at both 10 a.m.
and 2 p.m. on both days, and have sent
out a ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter to each
Member of the House advising them of
this event.

Mr. Speaker, I hope our Members and
their staff will take the opportunity to
view this important speech. It was well
received and I highly recommend it.
f

EXPIRING CONSERVATION
RESERVE PROGRAM CONTRACTS

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1342) to provide for a 1-year
enrollment in the conservation reserve
of land covered by expiring conserva-
tion reserve program contracts, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1342

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. ONE-YEAR ENROLLMENT OF LAND

COVERED BY EXPIRING CONSERVA-
TION RESERVE PROGRAM CON-
TRACTS.

(a) ELIGIBLE FARM LANDS.—This section
applies with respect to a farm containing
land covered by a conservation reserve pro-
gram contract expiring during fiscal year
1997 if—

(1) the farm had a crop acreage base for
wheat, oats, or barley at the time the con-
servation reserve program contract was exe-
cuted;

(2) the farm is located in an area in which
fall-seeded crops are regularly planted, as de-
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture;

(3) the owner of the farm (or the operator
with the consent of the owner) submitted,
during the enrollment period that ended on
March 28, 1997, an eligible bid to enroll all or
part of the land covered by the expiring con-
tract in the conservation reserve established
under subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D
of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985
(16 U.S.C. 3831 et seq.); and

(4) the land designated in the bid satisfies
the eligibility criteria in effect for enroll-
ment of land in the conservation reserve.
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(b) ONE-YEAR ENROLLMENT AUTHORIZED.—
(1) AUTHORITY OF OWNER OR OPERATOR.—Ex-

cept as provided in subsection (g), the owner
or operator of a farm described in subsection
(a) may enroll in the conservation reserve
for a one-year term to begin on October 1,
1997, the land covered by the expiring con-
servation reserve program contract and in-
cluded in the owner’s or operator’s enroll-
ment bid (as described in subsection (a)(3))
if—

(A) the owner or operator notifies the Sec-
retary in writing, during the special notifica-
tion period required under paragraph (2),
that the owner or operator desires to enroll
the land in the conservation reserve for one
year under this section; and

(B) the Secretary does not accept, before
October 1, 1997, the owner’s or operator’s en-
rollment bid (as described in subsection
(a)(3)) to enroll the land in a long-term con-
servation reserve program contract.

(2) SPECIAL NOTIFICATION PERIOD.—Prompt-
ly upon the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall provide a special period for own-
ers and operators of farms described in sub-
section (a) to permit the owners and opera-
tors to provide the notification required
under paragraph (1)(A) to enter into one-year
conservation reserve program contracts
under this section.

(c) RENTAL RATE.—The rental rate for a
one-year conservation reserve program con-
tract under subsection (b) shall be equal to
the amount of the bid (as described in sub-
section (a)(3)) that the owner or operator
submitted with respect to the land to be cov-
ered by the one-year contract.

(d) EFFECT OF ONE-YEAR CONTRACT ON SUB-
SEQUENT ENROLLMENT.—If an owner or opera-
tor who enrolls eligible farm land in a one-
year conservation reserve program contract
under subsection (b) submits a bid to enroll
the same land in the conservation reserve
under a long-term conservation reserve pro-
gram contract that would commence on Oc-
tober 1, 1998, and the Secretary accepts the
bid and enters into a long-term conservation
reserve program contract with the owner or
operator, then the one-year contract shall be
considered to be the first year of that long-
term conservation reserve program contract.

(e) MAXIMUM ENROLLMENT.—The maximum
number of acres in the conservation reserve
during fiscal year 1998, including land en-
rolled by the Secretary under one-year con-
servation reserve program contracts under
subsection (b), may not exceed 30,000,000
acres.

(f) APPLICATION OF CONSERVATION RESERVE
LAWS.—Except as specifically provided in
this section, the terms and conditions of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) shall apply with respect
to one-year conservation reserve program
contracts authorized by this section.

(g) EFFECT OF COMPLETION OF 15TH ENROLL-
MENT.—If, as of the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary has already acted on
the bids submitted during the enrollment pe-
riod that ended on March 28, 1997, to enroll
land in the conservation reserve, either by
accepting or rejection the bids then the au-
thority provided by this section for special
one-year conservation reserve program con-
tracts shall not take effect.
SEC. 2. SPECIAL EARLY TERMINATION AUTHOR-

ITY FOR CERTAIN CONSERVATION
RESERVE PROGRAM CONTRACTS EX-
PIRING IN 1997.

(a) EARLY TERMINATION AUTHORITY.—A
farm owner or operator described in sub-
section (b) who is a party to a conservation
reserve program contract expiring during fis-
cal year 1997 may terminate the contract at
any time after June 30, 1997. Notwithstand-
ing section 1235(e) of the Food Security Act

of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3835(e)), the termination
shall take effect immediately upon submis-
sion of notice of the termination to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and shall not result in
a reduction in the amount of the rental pay-
ment due under the conservation reserve
program contract for fiscal year 1997.

(B) ELIGIBLE OWNERS AND OPERATORS.—A
farm owner or operator referred to in sub-
section (a) is a farm owner or operator with
respect to whom one of the following cir-
cumstances apply:

(1) Nether the owner, operator, nor any
other eligible person submitted, during the
enrollment period that ended on March 28,
1997, an eligible bid to enroll all or part of
the land covered by the expiring conserva-
tion reserve established under subchapter B
of chapter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et
seq.).

(2) An eligible bid was submitted during
the enrollment period to enroll all or part of
the land covered by the expiring contract in
the conservation reserve, but the Secretary
of Agriculture rejected the bid and the owner
or operator did not notify the Secretary, in
the manner provided in section 1(b), that the
owner or operator desired a one-year con-
tract under section 1.

(c) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM CON-
TRACT DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘‘conservation reserve program’’ means a
contract entered into under subchapter B of
Chapter 1 of subtitle D of title XII of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831 et
seq.) for enrollment of farm acreage in the
conservation reserve established under such
subchapter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Or-
egon [Mr. SMITH] and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. SMITH of Oregon asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
today the House considers H.R. 1342, a
bill reported by the Committee on Ag-
riculture on April 17 by voice vote.

This bill will provide a one-time leg-
islative remedy to a problem that
many of us have seen coming for many
months, and that is a specific timing
problem for winter crop producers
whose current CRP contracts will ex-
pire this September.

Members of the Committee on Agri-
culture, the gentleman from Virginia
Mr. MORAN, who introduced the bill in
February seeking to solve this matter,
the gentlemen from Texas, Mr. COM-
BEST and Mr. STENHOLM, and many oth-
ers in a bipartisan effort have been
working diligently to find the correct
fix for this problem. We believe H.R.
1342 is a limited remedy to a very real
problem that many landowners are now
facing.

As a matter of information, this bill
is different from the committee bill
adopted in that if the Secretary awards
CRP contracts prior to enactment, this
bill is void. If the bill is enacted prior
to any Secretarial announcement, then
eligible landowners will be offered a 1-
year contract.

Many farmers who needed to know
some time ago whether or not they
were going to get another CRP con-
tract, will not know in time and will
not be able to plant a winter crop of
wheat, barley, or oats. And, by the
way, through CBO we understand that
the loss to farmers is somewhere in the
neighborhood of $600 million for a lost
crop.

For those of my colleagues who may
not know, producers do not just hop on
the tractor and put a crop in the
ground. Farmers with the major part of
their operations currently in CRP need
significant time for securing seed, fer-
tilizer, pesticides and, yes, even a bank
loan.

Those of us from arid areas of the
country know that precious soil mois-
ture is being consumed now by required
CRP cover crop. That cover crop should
have been removed some time ago in
many of the areas of the country to
save moisture for the coming winter
crop planting.

As Deputy Secretary of Agriculture
Richard Rominger pointed out to the
Committee on Agriculture during hear-
ings last year, the benefits of CRP to
the U.S. environmental areas are sub-
stantial and quantifiable: 2.4 million
acres planted in trees and 8,500 miles of
filter strips along water bodies, 1.7 mil-
lion acres of wildlife practices and
more than 30 million acres of lands de-
voted to grass cover.

The Natural Resources Conservation
Service estimates CRP contracts have
saved nearly 700 million tons of soil an-
nually. By any terms, the CRP has
been a Federal policy success; from an
environmental standpoint and from
any budgetary standpoint. CBO now
identifies this bill, if passed, to save $75
million.

Of course, the problem is here. Most
of these producers cannot and will not
gamble on waiting for the USDA to
make a decision. Of course, should that
occur, all the conservation benefits
over the past 10 years will be lost. The
huge blocks of land which conserva-
tionists have identified as bringing
back our native bird populations in the
Great Plains will be broken up into
smaller segments, far less beneficial to
wildlife. Miles of filter strips buffering
water courses will be torn up. Millions
of acres of grasslands will be returned
to annual production. I do not believe
we should let that happen.

Again, this bill seeks a technical fix
that will allow winter crop producers
to know if they have a CRP contract
for the coming year. If they are eligible
under the terms of the CRP bid process
that concluded March 28, they would
receive a contract at rental rates of-
fered for this new enrollment.

If the Secretary awards them a con-
tract later, this spring or early sum-
mer, then they will be provided a new
10-year contract. On the other hand, if
they are not awarded a contract, the 1-
year contract provided in this bill will
expire next year, giving the landowner
plenty of time to seed a crop in 1998.
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This bill does not harm the current

CRP program. There are no changes
made in eligibility criteria or overall
standards for entry or early exit. We
believe landowners who have made a
credible bid will be considered by the
Secretary under the terms of the new
rental rates and the new environ-
mental benefits index.

As I said earlier, this bill is a tech-
nical remedy to a specific problem. Re-
member, this bill saves $75 million to
the taxpayers, if enacted. Without it,
farmers will lose $600 million. It is
farmer friendly, it is budget friendly,
and it is environmentally friendly. I
urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 1342.

Mr. Speaker, it has become apparent from
meeting with farmers and discussing the situa-
tion with the chairman, that farmers in winter
wheat States who have expiring Conservation
Reserve Program [CRP] contracts will prob-
ably not have adequate time to react should
those contracts not be reenrolled in the CRP.

In other words, these particular producers
will not be able to prepare the ground and
begin to summer fallow their acreage in time
to ensure adequate moisture for fall planting.
I am supporting the chairman’s efforts to help
these producers who were caught in a timing
crunch through no fault of their own.

I would have preferred that we would have
completed the farm bill in a reasonable time
so that we wouldn’t be in this position today.
We have a large number of acres expiring in
1 year because a great deal of them received
a 1-year extension due to the fact that the
farm bill was not completed in 1995. Now the
USDA is under tremendous pressure to make
quick decisions on how many acres of the
nearly 26 million bid into the program should
be accepted.

There seems to be some question of fact as
to how much time these farmers need to pre-
pare their land. In addition, USDA has several
concerns in regard to how this bill will affect
the 15th sign-up. In any event, if USDA main-
tains its schedule to announce the results of
the 15th sign-up, then this bill will become
moot.

I look forward to working with the Depart-
ment to ensure the integrity of the new CRP
remains intact. That is why I am supporting
the chairman’s legislation. This is a small fix
for a major problem for a specific group of
producers.

We also give some flexibility to producers
such as those in Mr. Peterson’s district who
are going to have very limited options should
there be remaining effects from this spring’s
flooding or a repeat during planting season
next year. By allowing landowners who were
not eligible to rebid existing contracts or
whose bids to reenroll were not accepted to
early out of their contracts, we are giving them
maximum flexibility to ensure they will be pre-
pared for planting in the spring of 1998.

Again, I rise in support of the chairman’s
legislation, and urge my colleagues to support
the passage of H.R. 1342.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN].

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this bill, and I rise reluc-
tantly because my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. SMITH],
knows that we are both interested in
the same things, but this bill would
prevent new environmentally sensitive
land from being enrolled in the Con-
servation Reserve Program. Instead, it
would allow farmers who have highly
productive land currently in the pro-
gram the opportunity to collect a Fed-
eral check for not producing for 1 more
year. Those farmers who have land
that they could enroll in the program,
that would have very positive environ-
mental benefits on the nearby commu-
nities by being in the program, would
be shut out for another year.

I suggest if we want to do right by
conservation programs and the envi-
ronment, we should vote ‘‘no’’ on this
bill. This bill goes backward in efforts
to protect our environment, not for-
ward. I must, with all due respect to
my friend from Oregon, oppose the bill.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

In closing, let me reiterate again, as
I mentioned in my statement, that this
bill saves the taxpayers money. This is
for farmers in America. Without this
bill, farmers could lose $600 million in
crops. This is environmentally friend-
ly, as I have stated.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in support of H.R. 1342. I do not in-
tend to take a lot of time on this issue. How-
ever, I would like to share the Nebraska wheat
growers support for this bill with my col-
leagues.

For quite a while, Nebraska’s wheat growers
have been concerned USDA would not decide
which bids to accept into CRP until it was too
late for fall-seeded crops. My wheat growers
would have faced the difficult decision of
planting on land that has the possibility of
being enrolled in CRP, or waiting for USDA’s
decision which could be negative.

The bill will allow winter crop producers to
know now that they can be enrolled in CRP
for the coming crop year. This will solve a
minor, but very serious timing problem.

H.R. 1342 makes this situation a little easier
for all winter wheat growers. I’m pleased to
support the 1-year CRP option for fall-seeded
crops, and I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1342.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker I rise
today in support of H.R. 1342, a bill to provide
technical corrections for the Conservation Re-
serve program. I would like to first thank the
chairman of the Agriculture Committee for
bringing this legislation before the House of
Representatives.

For those of us with producers caught by
the timing of these new CRP regulations, this
bill offers a sensible method of returning the
ground to production agriculture and protecting

the conservation benefits of the program for
as long as possible. H.R. 1342 is a narrow so-
lution to a real problem.

At a hearing on February 26, 1997, held by
the Subcommittee on Forestry, Resource Con-
servation and Research, I shared my concerns
on the timing of the new CRP regulations. On
February 27, I introduced legislation, H.R. 861,
that shares much in common with the bill be-
fore this Chamber. H.R. 1342 allows produc-
ers whose land is not accepted to extend their
contract for up to 1 additional year at the own-
er’s new bid. For producers in winter wheat
country, this bill allows for a reasonable transi-
tion of land back into production.

Under the current CRP enrollment situation
established by the USDA, producers are faced
with the option of losing 11 years of produc-
tion in a 10-year program or being told to tear
up the ground prior to being notified of a CRP
decision and then trying to receive cost-share
funds to replant the land back into grass if that
land was indeed accepted. Neither one of
these situations made sense to Kansans
whose land is in the program or to this Mem-
ber of Congress.

The Conservation Reserve program is an
extremely important, popular, and effective
program for the people of the first district of
Kansas and across the country. Nationwide,
over 30 million acres of environmentally sen-
sitive land have been enrolled in this important
program. The benefits of this program are
readily seen through reduced runoff and soil
erosion, improved wildlife habitat, and better
air quality by reducing wind erosion. These
benefits are important and I am optimistic that
through the efforts of this legislation, the con-
servation benefits can be extended and main-
tained.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 1342 and take a positive step in
supporting one of this Nation’s most success-
ful conservation programs.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 1342, a bill to allow farmland in winter
wheat and fall-planted crops to remain in a
conservation program for one more year.

This temporary measure would provide cer-
tainty to Montana farmers and ranchers whose
Conservation Reserve Program contracts are
expiring in September.

Frankly, I am very concerned about the situ-
ation Montana farmers face. They are caught
between the rules of nature and those of the
Department of Agriculture.

Nature tells them there is a time for prepar-
ing their land and the Department tells them to
wait.

In last year’s farm bill, we asked producers
to manage risk; to produce for markets. The
Department’s delay makes that impossible.
Clearly, the situation calls for correction.

The Congressional Budget Office indicates
that the bill saves $75 million next year. En-
acting this bill would also prevent the potential
loss of $600 million in income for farmers na-
tionwide. That’s how much is at stake if farm-
ers are unable to produce a viable crop while
they wait for the Department’s decision.

As I said earlier this year, Montana farmers
need certainty. They need to know; should
they prepare land for planting fall crops or for
establishing a cover suitable for long-term en-
rollment in the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram.

If they aren’t accepted in the Conservation
Reserve Program, they’re caught between na-
ture’s seasons and the Department’s process.
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We can’t change nature, but we can change
the rules to help not hinder our farm families.

Mr. Speaker, my friends and neighbors look
to Congress for help. And, that’s what this bill
would deliver. I agree with Chairman BOB
SMITH and I’m a cosponsor of this important
legislation. I urge Members to support this leg-
islation. It’s good for the environment, good for
the farmer, and good for the taxpayer.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

b 1445

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. SMITH] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
1342, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.
f

AWARDING CONGRESSIONAL GOLD
MEDAL TO FRANK SINATRA

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 279) to award a congressional gold
medal to Francis Albert Sinatra.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 279

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL.

(a) PRESENTATION AUTHORIZED.—The Presi-
dent is authorized to present, on behalf of
the Congress, to Francis Albert ‘‘Frank’’ Si-
natra a gold medal of appropriate design, in
recognition of his accomplishments as an en-
tertainer and humanitarian, which include—

(1) having a career in the entertainment
industry spanning 5 decades where he pro-
duced, directed, or appeared in more than 50
motion pictures, recorded thousands of songs
with annual sales numbering in the millions,
and won many major awards in American
popular entertainment including 7 Grammys,
a Peabody, an Emmy and a Best Supporting
Actor Oscar; and

(2) earning the Life Achievement Award of
the NAACP, the Academy of Motion Picture
Arts and Sciences’ Jean Hersholt Humani-
tarian Award, and the Presidential Medal of
Freedom for his humanitarian and social jus-
tice efforts.

(b) DESIGN AND STRIKING.—For purposes of
the presentation referred to in subsection
(a), the Secretary of the Treasury shall
strike a gold medal with suitable emblems,
devices, and inscriptions to be determined by
the Secretary.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—
There are authorized to be appropriated not
to exceed $30,000 to carry out this section.
SEC. 2. DUPLICATE MEDALS.

(a) STRIKING AND SALE.—The Secretary of
the Treasury may strike and sell duplicates
in bronze of the gold medal struck pursuant
to section 1 under such regulations as the
Secretary may prescribe, at a price suffi-
cient to cover the cost thereof, including
labor, materials, dies, use of machinery, and
overhead expenses, and the cost of the gold
medal.

(b) REIMBURSEMENT OF APPROPRIATION.—
The appropriation used to carry out section
1 shall be reimbursed out of the proceeds of
sales under subsection (a).
SEC. 3. NATIONAL MEDALS.

The medals struck pursuant to this Act are
national medals for purposes of chapter 51 of
title 31, United States Code.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This afternoon, I rise in support of
H.R. 279, the bill to award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to Francis Albert Si-
natra, a man who is perhaps better
known to many Americans as Old Blue
Eyes, the Chairman of the Board, or
simply the Voice.

Mr. Speaker, the standard for a Con-
gressional Gold Medal is that the recip-
ient must be someone who has per-
formed an achievement that has an im-
pact on American history and culture
that is likely to be recognized as a
major achievement in the recipient’s
field long after the achievement itself.
Frank Sinatra’s career in music and
entertainment clearly meets and ex-
ceeds this standard.

Frank Sinatra is perhaps the great-
est singer of popular American music
of this century. His career spans over 6
decades. Sinatra’s style, phrasing, tim-
ing and of course his voice have influ-
enced and set the standard for Amer-
ican singers since World War II. In my
home State of Delaware and across the
country, there are radio stations that
for years have devoted weekly shows of
3 hours or more to the music of Frank
Sinatra.

There are few musicians or singers
whose music can inspire and sustain
that type of long-term interest and en-
thusiasm. From his big band days with
the Harry James and Tommy Dorsey
orchestras to his seminal work on the
Capitol label with the Nelson Riddle
orchestra in the 1950’s, Frank Sinatra
became the preeminent American pop-
ular singer.

He made the swinging Sinatra style
of the 1960’s and the 1970’s the standard
and continued to gain new fans in the
1980’s and 1990’s. Frank Sinatra helped
define what Americans listen to and
what people all over the world consider
to be American music. From his own
contemporaries to rock musicians
today, everyone recognizes the impact
Frank Sinatra has had on American
popular music and culture.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation did not
materialize overnight. It represents the
hard work of a number of Members,
particularly the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SERRANO], the sponsor, with
bipartisan help from his colleagues the
gentleman from New York [Mr. KING],
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BONO], and others. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. SERRANO] has been a
longtime advocate of a Congressional
Gold Medal for Frank Sinatra.

This legislation has not received any
special treatment. I told the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SERRANO] that it
must demonstrate broad support by
getting 290 cosponsors in the House. To
their credit, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SERRANO], the gentleman
from New York [Mr. KING], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BONO], and
other Members went to work to de-
velop the support necessary to give
Frank Sinatra the highest civilian
honor this Congress can award. The bill
has 302 cosponsors, including biparti-
san support from Members of the House
leadership, and the gentleman from
California [Mr. HORN] wants to be a
sponsor, too. He just asked me.

Mr. Speaker, before the ranking
member of the subcommittee is recog-
nized, I urge the House to show its high
hopes, think of a summer wind, say I
get a kick out of you and make 1997 a
very good year by awarding this gold
medal to the man who did it my way.
I urge the immediate adoption of H.R.
279.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

First of all, let me thank the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] for
expediting getting this bill to the floor.
As always, the gentleman has been
most gracious with his time and flexi-
bility to allow us to bring this bill out
today. I also wish to congratulate the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO] for his sponsorship, his dili-
gence, his tenacity. I am grateful that
the gentleman has expedited this bill
coming, furthermore, because the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SERRANO]
has driven me crazy trying to make
sure that at the point that he had his
290 signatures we would be willing to
bring it to the floor.

So I think this is a great day for us
and a great day for the Sinatra family,
Frank especially, and a great day for
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO] and the leadership that he
has provided.

I do not intend to take much time.
Several Members have comments and
remarks about Mr. Sinatra to make.
But let me just say that although Mr.
Sinatra is from Hoboken, NJ, he has al-
ways identified with the State and city
of New York. Everyone knows his ren-
dition of ‘‘New York, New York.’’

Few, however, realize his accomplish-
ments as a complete entertainer. He
has won an Emmy, Grammy, Peabody,
and an Oscar. He has also been honored
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with the Presidential Medal of Free-
dom, the Academy of Motion Pictures,
Arts and Sciences Humanitarian Award
and a Lifetime Achievement Award
from the NAACP.

Other Members will undoubtedly
comment on the more personal reflec-
tions about Mr. Sinatra, but from my
viewpoint he is an American icon. His
influence is still felt today as it was
when he first entered into the enter-
tainment field, and he represents an
entire generation of complete and gift-
ed entertainers that the younger gen-
erations would do well to emulate.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I will close
and extend my support for unanimous
passage of this great honor and look
forward to giving whatever support is
necessary in assuring that Frank Si-
natra is given his just and proper due
as an American citizen and as one who
has contributed so much to us.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SERRANO], the sponsor
of the bill.

Mr. SERRANO. I thank the gen-
tleman from New York for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, let me first of all thank
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr.
CASTLE], the gentleman from New York
[Mr. KING], and the gentleman from
California [Mr. BONO], the leadership of
both Houses, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. QUINN], and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. FLAKE] for giving
me the support necessary to bring this
bill to the floor and certainly the 303
cosponsors to sign on to this bill.

I guess the best way to begin is the
way I most like to start when I talk to
people about Frank Sinatra. When my
father came back from the Army after
World War II, he brought home with
him to Puerto Rico a set of 78 RPM
records. It was my introduction to the
English language, and it was my intro-
duction to the voice of Frank Sinatra.
I immediately fell in love with both.
The English language I try to perfect
on a daily basis, and the Frank Sinatra
singing I was smart enough not to try
to imitate. But throughout all of these
40 odd years, the love affair between
Mr. Sinatra’s talent and this person
born in Puerto Rico and raised in the
Bronx has been something that as I
step back today even I find extraor-
dinary.

I own 290 Sinatra records, LP’s, hun-
dreds of CD’s and tapes, pictures,
books, over 30 films, on video of course.
My e-mail address is Frank 2 even
though my name is JOSE, and one can
hear Mr. Sinatra on my answering ma-
chine. I have been influenced by his
singing to the point which I suspect is
the reason why I am a New Yorker who
says Tuesday rather than Tuesday be-
cause Mr. Sinatra would have never
sung Tuesday. His language and his
style was used by many to perfect their
English.

I do not remember the last day that
I have not listened to a Sinatra record.
I do not remember the last time that I

passed up a radio station that was
playing his music. His music to me is
no different than his music to so many
other people. It serves this incurable
romantic with the ability to listen to
the best music the world has ever
heard. Whether it was a swinging bal-
lad or a sad, tear-jerking ballad, Si-
natra did it his way and did it better
than anyone else.

In the other language that I operate
in, from Julio Iglesias to local singers
like Danny Rivera, when you talk to
them, they all tell you that the master
of them all is and has been Frank Si-
natra. Who stays at the top of their
game for 60 years? We have had a cou-
ple of people here who stayed past 50,
and we knew what a record they set.
Longevity for him has been something
to really look at. But then there is
Frank Sinatra the humanitarian,
Frank Sinatra the American citizen,
the one who raised money for so many
different organizations, the one who
sold war bonds at the beginning of his
career and, may I say, this bill man-
dates that the Mint will sell replicas of
this medal to the public, and I suspect
that at the end of the career Sinatra
once again will be part of pulling a lot
of money into the Treasury.

For me personally, this is a very im-
portant day, because it is my way of
saying thank you. It is my way of say-
ing thank you to this individual who
brought so much joy to the world
through his singing and through his
talent. It is my way, also, of saying
thank you for not being afraid in a so-
ciety that is pretty tough to cry in
public, for, you see, Mr. Sinatra in his
love songs cried on a daily basis, and
we Americans are not supposed to cry.

My father once told me, in Spanish,
that the English language had taken a
bad rap, that some people had sug-
gested that it was not a romantic lan-
guage, and my father Jose, I will never
forget this, said to me, but if the lan-
guage is sung and spoken properly, it is
as romantic as Spanish, French, or
Italian. Well, my father was right. And
Mr. Sinatra was the living example and
is the living example of the fact that
English is indeed a romantic language.

He is watching us today on TV at
this very moment. His family is all
watching the proceedings of the House.
He has received the Presidential Medal
of Freedom. He has received the
NAACP Lifetime Achievement Award.
He has received an Oscar for humani-
tarian work in addition to an Oscar for
costarring in a movie. He has received
every possible award you can receive in
this country, in Israel and France, in
Italy, in Brazil, all over the world.

But today as the people’s representa-
tive, we are all saying that we are a
grateful Nation. We say thank you,
Frank Sinatra, thank you for singing,
thank you for performing, thank you
for being you.

I say personally, thank you, Frank
Sinatra, for proving that my father
was right. English indeed is a beautiful
and romantic language and you showed
the world how to do it right.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

To my friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SERRANO], we have
some time over here and if I could, if
the Speaker would allow us to yield
time to him to sing whatever he would
like of Frank Sinatra’s works. I even
have a tape that my chief of staff said
was his best, ‘‘Only the Lonely.’’ We
could put that on and the gentleman
could sing for a while. We would appre-
ciate that.

Mr. FLAKE. If the gentleman will
yield, I think the gentleman ought to
be made to sing it in Spanish and in
English. I think that would be great for
us.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SERRANO]
has done an admirable job on this legis-
lation. It is not easy to get 300 signa-
tures of the Members of Congress to
anything, for all that matters. We did
sort of crack the whip on it, he has
worked on it a long time, and I do con-
gratulate him. This is a great day for
him as well as the Sinatra family.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. KING].

b 1500

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]
for yielding this time to me, and I
thank him for the tremendous job he
has done in moving this to the floor,
and of course the distinguished ranking
member, my neighbor in the next-door
community of Queens, NY [Mr. FLAKE]
for always being such a worthy advo-
cate of so many good causes, and most
importantly of course we have to com-
mend and congratulate the gentleman
from Bronx, NY [Mr. SERRANO] for all
he has done. And I fully concur with
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
FLAKE] in that the other gentleman
from New York [Mr. SERRANO] drove us
all crazy in getting this done. There
was not a day that went by that he was
not on the floor working it, making
sure that I was working and making
sure that the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BONO] was working, making
sure that everything was in order to
make sure that this was done and done
properly. I just want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York, [Mr. SERRANO]
for once again showing the tremendous
leadership that he shows on so many of
the issues and, of course, to commend
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BONO] for his work, and also Senator
D’AMATO, who has attained the passage
of similar legislation in the U.S. Sen-
ate.

Mr. Speaker, Frank Sinatra is truly
an American legend. Frank Sinatra, as
much as anyone ever, deserves this
gold medal which is being voted to him
today. Frank Sinatra, as the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SERRANO]
has pointed out, was and is an amazing
singer, a person who was able to touch
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the hearts of so many millions of
Americans generation after generation.
He was also an outstanding actor. He
also, though, probably most impor-
tantly personified what it means to be
an American. Frank Sinatra gave of
himself to so many philanthropic
causes and charitable causes, helped
out so many people which most people
do not even know about, always there,
a helping hand, a person willing to help
out and a person who fought his way
up, a person who climbed out of pov-
erty, a person who worked his way up
all the way to the top to the very pin-
nacle of success, but never ever forgot
where he came from.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SERRANO] said, Frank
Sinatra certainly did do it his way, and
today this is a most fitting tribute to
him and to his family for all that he
has meant to so many generations of
Americans. I know my father, my un-
cles and my mother and all of us al-
ways cherished the voice of Frank Si-
natra and cherished what Frank Si-
natra meant to so many people. And as
a New Yorker, without any reflection
on Chicago or whatever, I would say
that ‘‘New York, New York’’ is the na-
tional anthem of New York. It was
sung by Frank Sinatra and in many
ways personifies the spirit of New
York.

So I am very proud to be joining with
all of my colleagues today in support-
ing this legislation, and again I want
to thank my friends, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SERRANO] and the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
FLAKE] for their help, and I certainly
urge the adoption of this resolution.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the sponsors of this resolution awarding
the Congressional Gold Medal to Frank Si-
natra. This honor is special for me since my
congressional district is the birth place of the
‘‘Chairman of the Board.’’

Frank Sinatra has been the idol of genera-
tions of Americans from the 1930’s onward.
His unique voice has touched Americans of all
races and nationalities. In addition to his tal-
ents as a singer, he has had a distinguished
acting career, including earning an Academy
Award for Best Supporting Actor in 1953 for
his performance in ‘‘From Here to Eternity.’’

His countless musical hits will inspire Ameri-
cans for generations. Although his accomplish-
ments in the field of entertainment are legend-
ary, he has also donated his time and effort to
charitable and philanthropic work for organiza-
tions such as the Red Cross and the National
Multiple Sclerosis Society among others.

With these accomplishments, he has distin-
guished himself as a great American. He
serves as a notable example of the worthwhile
contributions Italian-Americans have made to
the Nation. From the Hoboken Four to Hobo-
ken’s No. 1, it is only fitting to honor Frank Si-
natra, Hoboken’s favorite son, with the Con-
gressional Gold Medal.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I stand be-
fore the House today to encourage each and
every one of my colleagues to join me in rec-
ognizing the talents, accomplishments, and
legacy of one Francis Albert Sinatra.

The world has been paying tribute to Frank
Sinatra for more than 50 years, and I dare say
will continue for another 550, so rather than
try to top all the accolades that have already
been heaped on this great artist, I will simply
offer some thoughts on the impact Frank Si-
natra has made on me and on the rich and di-
verse community that is the 3rd Congressional
District of Massachusetts.

Mr. Speaker, I have had the great fortune to
attend a number of Frank Sinatra’s live per-
formances at The Centrum in Worcester, MA.
To walk into that great hall and see the won-
derful diversity of Sinatra lovers is testament
to the impact this man has had on American
culture. White, Black, young, old and in-be-
tween, Democrats and Republicans, we were
all brought together by the common thread of
our love and appreciation for the music of
Frank Sinatra.

Mr. Speaker, on a personal level, I owe
much to the ‘‘Chairman of the Board.’’ It is a
fact, Mr. Speaker, that I first wooed my wife
with the lyrics of a popular Sinatra ballad, ‘‘I’ve
Got the World on a String.’’ And I dare say,
millions of my fellow Americans can track the
progress of their romances through the lyrics
and croonings of ‘‘Old Blue Eyes.’’

Sinatra is romance, Mr. Speaker, Sinatra is
love. Just listen to the titles of some of Frank’s
love songs: ‘‘Almost Like Being in Love;’’ At
Long Last Love;’’ ‘‘Can I Steal a Little Love;’’
‘‘Don’t Take Your Love From Me;’’ Everybody
Loves Somebody;’’ ‘‘Falling in Love With
Love;’’ ‘‘I Can’t Believe That You’re in Love
With Me;’’ ‘‘I Fall In Love Too Easily;’’ ‘‘I Love
Paris;’’ ‘‘I Love You;’’ ‘‘I Wish I Were In Love
Again;’’ ‘‘I Would Be In Love Anyway;’’ ‘‘Let’s
Fall In Love;’’ ‘‘The Look of Love;’’ ‘‘Love’s
Been Good to Me;’’ ‘‘Love Walked In;’’ ‘‘Love
and Marriage;’’ ‘‘Lover;’’ ‘‘Melody of Love;’’
‘‘The One I Love Belongs to Somebody Else;’’
‘‘Our Love is Here to Stay;’’ ‘‘This Love of
Mine;’’ ‘‘This Was My Love;’’ ‘‘To Love and Be
Loved;’’ and one of my favorites, ‘‘What is
This Thing Called Love?’’

Frank Sinatra did not invent American popu-
lar music; and he certainly was not alone
among the many great artists, composers, ar-
rangers, and musicians who—together—com-
prise the foundation of this most American of
music forms. However, Mr. Speaker, it was
Frank Sinatra who defined American popular
music—from the moment he first appeared on
the stage during the years of the Roosevelt
administration—through the years of Mitch Mil-
ler, Elvis, the Beatles, heavy metal, disco,
punk, rap, new wave, grunge, and everything
in between. Sinatra endures, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause his music, his grace, his presence and
his message are worth enduring.

Say what you like, Mr. Speaker, but when
our children, and our children’s children look
back on this great century—the American cen-
tury—the paramount cultural icon of the period
will be Francis Albert Sinatra.

His voice, his style, his artistry, his class, all
qualify him for this tribute today. As Frank’s
daughter, Nancy, put it: ‘‘He is a man with a
public image built partly on fact and largely on
myth. He is a man who embraces consistency,
yet embodies contradiction. A man who treats
the room to caviar and champagne and him-
self to a sandwich and Coca-Cola.’’ Well, Mr.
Speaker, it is time for this body to treat Frank
Sinatra to some caviar and champagne. It is
time to recognize the man and his music.
Frank, God bless you, thank you, and on be-

half of all of your friends and fans in the 3rd
Congressional District of Massachusetts, thank
you for sharing your many gifts with us.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, we have no
further speakers and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I encour-
age the passage of the legislation, and
I, too, yield back the balance of our
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 279.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services
be discharged from further consider-
ation of the Senate bill (S. 305) to au-
thorize the President to award a gold
medal on behalf of the Congress to
Francis Albert ‘‘Frank’’ Sinatra in rec-
ognition of his outstanding and endur-
ing contributions through his enter-
tainment career and humanitarian ac-
tivities, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Delaware?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the the Senate bill, as

follows:
S. 305

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—
(1) Francis Albert ‘‘Frank’’ Sinatra has

touched the lives of millions around the
world and across generations through his
outstanding career in entertainment, which
has spanned more than 5 decades;

(2) Frank Sinatra has significantly con-
tributed to the entertainment industry
through his endeavors as a producer, direc-
tor, actor, and gifted vocalist;

(3) the humanitarian contributions of
Frank Sinatra have been recognized in the
forms of a Life-time Achievement Award
from the NAACP, the Jean Hersholt Humani-
tarian Award from the Academy of Motion
Picture Arts and Sciences, the Presidential
Medal of Freedom Award, and the George
Foster Peabody Award; and

(4) the entertainment accomplishments of
Frank Sinatra, including the release of more
than 50 albums and appearances in more
than 60 films, have been recognized in the
forms of the Screen Actors Guild Award, the
Kennedy Center Honors, 8 Grammy Awards
from the National Academy of Recording
Arts and Sciences, 2 Academy Awards from
the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and
Sciences, and an Emmy Award.
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL.

(a) PRESENTATION AUTHORIZED.—The Presi-
dent is authorized to present, on behalf of
the Congress, a gold medal of appropriate de-
sign to Francis Albert ‘‘Frank’’ Sinatra in
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recognition of his outstanding and enduring
contributions through his entertainment ca-
reer and numerous humanitarian activities.

(b) DESIGN AND STRIKING.—For the purpose
of the presentation referred to in subsection
(a), the Secretary of the Treasury (hereafter
in this act referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’)
shall strike a gold medal with suitable em-
blems, devices, and inscriptions, to be deter-
mined by the Secretary.
SEC. 3. DUPLICATE MEDALS.

The Secretary may strike and sell dupli-
cates in bronze of the gold medal struck pur-
suant to section 2 under such regulations as
the Secretary may prescribe, and at a price
sufficient to cover the costs thereof, includ-
ing labor, materials, dies, use of machinery,
overhead expenses, and the cost of the gold
medal.
SEC. 4. NATIONAL MEDALS.

The medals struck pursuant to this Act are
national medals for purposes of chapter 51 of
title 31, United States Code.
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS;

PROCEEDS OF SALE.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is hereby authorized to be charged
against the Numismatic Public Enterprise
Fund an amount not to exceed $30,000 to pay
for the cost of the medal authorized by this
Act.

(b) PROCEEDS OF SALE.—Amounts received
from the sales of duplicate bronze medals
under section 3 shall be deposited in the Nu-
mismatic Public Enterprise Fund.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 279) was
laid on the table.
AUTHORIZING TRANSFER TO STATES OF SURPLUS

PERSONAL PROPERTY FOR DONATION TO NON-
PROFIT PROVIDERS OF NECESSARIES TO IM-
POVERISHED FAMILIES AND INDIVIDUALS

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 680) to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act
of 1949 to authorize the transfer to
States of surplus personal property for
donation to nonprofit providers of nec-
essaries to impoverished families and
individuals, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 680

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. TRANSFER OF SURPLUS PERSONAL

PROPERTY FOR DONATION TO PRO-
VIDERS OF NECESSARIES TO IMPOV-
ERISHED FAMILIES AND INDIVID-
UALS.

Section 203(j)(3)(B) of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 484(j)(3)(B)) is amended by inserting
after ‘‘homeless individuals’’ the following:
‘‘, providers of assistance to families or indi-
viduals whose annual incomes are below the
poverty line (as that term is defined in sec-
tion 673 of the Community Services Block
Grant Act),’’.
SEC. 2. TRANSFER OF SURPLUS REAL PROPERTY

FOR PROVIDING HOUSING OR HOUS-
ING ASSISTANCE FOR LOW-INCOME
INDIVIDUALS OR FAMILIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(k) of the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484(k)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(6)(A) Under such regulations as the Ad-
ministrator may prescribe, the Adminis-

trator may, in the discretion of the Adminis-
trator, assign to the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development for disposal such
surplus real property, including buildings,
fixtures, and equipment situated thereon, as
is recommended by the Secretary as being
needed for providing housing or housing as-
sistance for low-income individuals or fami-
lies.

‘‘(B) Subject to the disapproval of the Ad-
ministrator within 30 days after notice to
the Administrator by the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development of a proposed
transfer of property for the purpose of pro-
viding such housing or housing assistance,
the Secretary, through such officers or em-
ployees of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development as the Secretary may
designate, may sell or lease such property
for that purpose to any State, any political
subdivision or instrumentality of a State, or
any nonprofit organization that exists for
the primary purpose of providing housing or
housing assistance for low-income individ-
uals or families.

‘‘(C) The Administrator shall disapprove a
proposed transfer of property under this
paragraph unless the Administrator deter-
mines that the property will be used for low-
income housing opportunities through the
construction, rehabilitation, or refurbish-
ment of self-help housing, under terms that
require that—

‘‘(i) any individual or family receiving
housing or housing assistance constructed,
rehabilitated, or refurbished through use of
the property shall contribute a significant
amount of labor toward the construction, re-
habilitation, or refurbishment; and

‘‘(ii) dwellings constructed, rehabilitated,
or refurbished through use of the property
shall be quality dwellings that comply with
local building and safety codes and standards
and shall be available at prices below pre-
vailing market prices.

‘‘(D)(i) In fixing the sale or lease value of
property to be disposed of under this para-
graph, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development shall take into consideration
and discount the value with respect to any
benefit which has accrued or may accrue to
the United States from the use of such prop-
erty by any such State, political subdivision,
instrumentality, or nonprofit organization.

‘‘(ii) The amount of the discount under
clause (i) shall be 75 percent of the market
value of the property except that the Sec-
retary may discount by a greater percentage
if the Secretary, in consultation with the
Administrator, determines that a higher per-
centage is justified.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
203(k)(4) of such Act (40 U.S.C. 484(k)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or’’
after the semicolon;

(2) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the
following:

‘‘(E) the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development, through such officers or em-
ployees of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development as the Secretary may
designate, in the case of property transferred
under paragraph (6),’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. HORN] and the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. MALONEY]
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

H.R. 680, originally introduced by the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-

TON], is a bill for the transfer of surplus
personal property for donation to pro-
viders of necessities to impoverished
families and individuals. This bill
would authorize the transfer of surplus
personal property to organizations that
provide assistance to impoverished in-
dividuals. Currently Federal agencies
declare about $6 billion per year in ex-
cess Federal personal property. The
property is screened by other Federal
agencies to determine whether the
property is needed by another Federal
user. The remaining property is de-
clared surplus and donated to State
and local governments, law enforce-
ment agencies, and other eligible
groups. Agencies then sell the remain-
ing property, generally the oldest and
most obsolete property, generating
very little in proceeds, about $8 million
annually.

H.R. 680 would expand the list of en-
tities eligible to receive surplus prop-
erty by authorizing the donation of
surplus property to charities that pro-
vide services to poor families. These
groups would be eligible for the prop-
erty on the same basis as State and
local government agencies. This is es-
pecially important because State and
local governments and charitable orga-
nizations are assuming an even greater
role in social programs as Federal as-
sistance policies are implemented. Pri-
vate charities such as food banks and
Habitat for Humanity are a major
source of support for the poor. The ad-
ministrator of General Services may
establish under this legislation restric-
tions on resale as necessary to insure
that any property transferred is used
to promote the public purpose of assist-
ing poor families.

A volunteer conference known as the
President’s Summit for America’s Fu-
ture is currently being held in Phila-
delphia. This worthy goal of commu-
nity voluntarism will be assisted by
the passage of H.R. 680.

In addition, H.R. 680 would make
available surplus Federal real estate to
self-help housing groups such as Habi-
tat For Humanity. This would promote
home ownership by providing a public
benefit discount to such organizations.

It is not intended that real property
transferred under this act shall be used
for any purpose other than providing
for the construction, rehabilitation, or
refurbishment of housing for occupa-
tion by low-income individuals who
provided some portion of the labor as-
sociated with the housing. Congress
does not intend to authorize the trans-
fer of real property under this section
for subsequent sale by any self-help
housing organization except to the
owner-occupant. The administrator of
General Services shall condition the
donation of this real property upon
several requirements: First, that the
housing be occupied by the owner-occu-
pant rather than any rental tenant of
the owner for a period to be established
by the administrator; and second, that
the self-help housing organization
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limit the sale until after such reason-
able period of time as the adminis-
trator considers necessary to promote
home ownership while protecting the
Federal financial interests. Through a
contract or mortgage, the adminis-
trator shall require that the self-help
housing organization ensure that any
sale by the owner-occupant prior to the
end of a 5-year period causes the prop-
erty to revert to the self-help housing
group.

Additionally, the administrator of
the General Services Administration
may require by contract or mortgage
the owner-occupant to repay any as-
sistance given by the Federal Govern-
ment or the self-help housing organiza-
tion if the property is sold within a
longer period of time determined by
the administrator. It is expected that
the administrator would phase out this
requirement after a period of 30 years.
Assistance under this authority is
deemed to be the difference between
the estimated fair market value and
the amount which the self-help housing
organization paid; that is, the public
benefit discount.

Additionally, Congress expects that
the public benefit discount shall be 75
percent of the estimated fair market
value of the property in order to get at
least a 25-percent return for the tax-
payers who initially purchased the
property. In setting the amount of the
public benefit discount, the adminis-
trator should determine whether the
amount of discount would interfere
with or substantially defeat the intent
of this act.

I look forward to the passage of H.R.
680, and, Mr. Speaker, I now yield to
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
MALONEY], the ranking Democrat on
the Subcommittee on Government,
Management, Information, and Tech-
nology of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight that devel-
oped this legislation in consultation
with the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HAMILTON].

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume, and I rise in support of
H.R. 680.

Mr. Speaker, we all know that one
person’s junk can be another person’s
jewel. That is why the Federal Govern-
ment must, like any other well run or-
ganization, offer those goods, that it
can no longer use, to people who need
them.

Current law limits the Federal Gov-
ernment’s ability to give. It allows do-
nations only to homeless people. That
is an admirable start. H.R. 680, as
amended, extends the giving arm of
government to people who may not
have lost their homes but are needy.
The change will allow food banks and
other organizations to better serve
those people who, according to local
standards, are living in poverty.

In New York City, I am assured that
organizations such as City Harvest, the
Phoenix House, Day Top Village and
local branches of the Salvation Army,

where the real war on poverty is
waged, will be better off with passage
of this amendment.

In addition, we all know that land is
one of America’s most precious re-
sources. When the Federal Government
finds itself with more than it needs, it
has a moral responsibility to use it to
help others.

H.R. 680, as amended by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER],
would also allow the donation of Fed-
eral surplus land to nonprofit groups
such as the Habitat for Humanity,
which provides homes for low-income
families. People will only have to con-
tribute a significant amount of good
old-fashioned sweat equity instead of
dollars to the actual building of the
home in order to qualify. Of course, all
local building codes must be met.
These provisions preserve the GSA
central role in the disposal process and
have been very carefully crafted to pre-
vent abuse.

My thanks to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HORN] for seriously con-
sidering the concerns of the minority
and incorporating them in the man-
ager’s amendment; the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], the author of
this bill, also deserves all our thanks
for his efforts to achieve this clearly
needed change to help the impover-
ished; and also the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER].

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for her kind comments.
She has been instrumental in develop-
ing most of the legislation that comes
out of our subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER] who has had a
major hand in developing this legisla-
tion.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to congratulate my colleagues who
serve on the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight for their
work in moving this bill, and in par-
ticular the gentleman from California
[Mr. HORN] and the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. MALONEY] for the work
that they have done in putting this
package together, particularly the
manager’s amendment, to help deal
with those who are in need in our soci-
ety.

As we all know, President Clinton is
in Philadelphia in an effort to promote
volunteerism throughout the Nation,
and I commend him for doing so. I
think it is particularly appropriate
today that we are considering H.R. 680.
This legislation removes obstacles to
volunteerism and literally puts tools in
the hands of real people who want to
make a difference in their own neigh-
borhoods.

While current law allows Federal
agencies to use surplus property to
help low-income families, it prohibits
private volunteer groups such as Habi-
tat for Humanity from doing so. I
learned about this firsthand in my own

community when the Voice of America
found surplus property in my district.
The local community, putting together
a plan to use that property, wanted to
include a section for a local Habitat for
Humanity group and were told clearly
by GSA that they could not do so and
were prevented from doing so by Fed-
eral law.

If our goal is to make it easier for in-
dividuals to do for themselves what
Government cannot, then this simply
does not make sense.

b 1515

Habitat for Humanity and other vol-
unteer groups like it have proved that
they often do a better job than Govern-
ment in helping low income families,
but in this case Washington has not let
them. H.R. 680 will finally solve this
problem by simply adding private vol-
unteer groups like Habitat to the list
of community organizations that qual-
ify for land that the Federal Govern-
ment no longer needs. By giving these
groups access to the land and tools
that they need, they will be able to
make a difference in their commu-
nities. I think we take a positive first
step toward helping ordinary Ameri-
cans answer the President’s bipartisan
call to community service. I hope that
the President and others will join us in
this important effort.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to add
that as we speak, as we are on this
floor, the President and former presi-
dents are holding a bipartisan con-
ference on volunteerism. This legisla-
tion is a concrete tool that will help
not-for-profits and private volunteer
organizations really participate more
in volunteer efforts by enabling them
to gain surplus property, both land and
other surplus property, to meet needs
for the poor in our country. It is an im-
portant piece of legislation. It is cre-
ative, it does not cost taxpayers one
cent, and yet it will help many, many
people.

I congratulate my colleagues for
working on this, particularly the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON],
the original sponsor, and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER], for
the meaningful amendment which he
added.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I think as most would
agree from their comments, this is a
very innovative, progressive piece of
legislation, one that is bipartisan in
nature, which will meet needs all over
this country and help provide home
ownership for a lot of our citizens who
are at the poverty level in this country
and cannot afford access to housing.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to the
passage of this legislation.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex-
press my support for H.R. 680, which would
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give more community organizations the ability
to draw resources from the Federal Surplus
Program.

Families across the Nation donate unwanted
but usable items to organizations such as
Good Will and the Salvation Army who, in
turn, distribute them to families in need. The
Federal Government also donates excess per-
sonal property, through the Federal Surplus
Program. Usable items such as office equip-
ment, vehicles, furniture, clothing, and other
supplies are transferred to the States, who
serve as collection points and distribute the
items to community organizations who assist
needy families and individuals.

However, current law limits the Govern-
ment’s donations through this initiative by re-
stricting which organizations can receive the
property. Subsequently, many organizations
that could benefit from this program cannot
participate. While the organizations currently
taking advantage of this program are deserv-
ing of this benefit, so are many other entities
that work to improve the safety and well-being
of poor families in our communities. I would
like to reiterate that this legislation does not
give any organization or category of organiza-
tions priority to the donated items. It simply
gives additional organizations the opportunity
to participate in the Federal Surplus Program.

Throughout Allegheny County in my home
State of Pennsylvania, there are organizations
dedicated to helping those who are less fortu-
nate, but they do not fit into categories cur-
rently eligible to participate in the Federal Sur-
plus Program. For example, the Twin Rivers
and Pittsburgh affiliates of Habitat for Human-
ity build affordable housing for families with
low incomes. Constitution equipment has been
available through the Federal Surplus Program
in the past, which could go a long way in help-
ing these groups serve more families. How-
ever, under current law, Habitat affiliates are
not eligible to receive such items. Additionally,
food banks, such as the Hunger Services Net-
work, the Lutheran Service Society, and the
Greater Pittsburgh Community Food Bank,
which provide vital nutritional support to so
many families and individuals, would become
eligible for the program if this legislation were
passed.

Many organizations, in addition to those I
have mentioned today, would be helped by
the passage of this important measure. For all
of these organizations, and the individuals and
families they serve, it is my hope that the
105th Congress can approve this legislation,
and it is enacted into law.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House. I rise today to express my
strong support for H.R. 680, a bill I introduced
that would amend the Federal Property Act to
make Federal surplus personal property avail-
able for donation to nonprofit, tax-exempt or-
ganizations that serve the poor.

I would like to take this opportunity, first, to
thank Congressman STEPHEN HORN, chairman
of the Subcommittee on Government Manage-
ment; Congresswoman CAROLYN MALONEY,
ranking Democrat on the subcommittee; Con-
gressman DAN BURTON, chairman of the Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight Committee;
and Congressman HENRY WAXMAN, ranking
Democrat on the full committee. I appreciate
their support for and prompt consideration of
H.R. 680 this year.

I also would like to thank Congressman
JOHN BOEHNER for his leadership on this

measure. His amendment relating to surplus
real property has improved the bill, and I ap-
preciate his involvement.

I introduced this bill in previous Congresses
and again this year to fill a significant gap in
the donation program for Federal surplus
property. The House approved an identical
measure in the 103d Congress, and I am
pleased the House is considering the measure
again today.

In 1976 Congress authorized the General
Services Administration [GSA] to transfer sur-
plus personal property to States so that it
could be donated for public purposes. States
established surplus property agencies to serve
as central collection and distribution points for
eligible recipients, including public entities and
certain nonprofit, tax-exempt organizations,
such as schools, hospitals, and groups whose
sole mission is providing services to the
homeless.

This program has been successful in States
throughout the country. Personal property
made available through the program has in-
cluded tools, office machines and supplies,
furniture, appliances, medical supplies, cloth-
ing, construction equipment, communications
equipment, and vehicles.

There is, however, a major gap in the exist-
ing program. Under current law, surplus prop-
erty cannot be made available for donation to
many nonprofit organizations that serve the
poor. Habitat for Humanity and good banks,
for example, do provide services to the home-
less, but this is not their exclusive mission.
They also provide services to needy individ-
uals who are not homeless, and, con-
sequently, are ineligible for the donation pro-
gram.

Making Federal surplus property available to
these organizations would greatly assist them
in aiding the poor. It would help the food
banks that provide food to shelters, soup
kitchens, and food pantries, as well as groups
that recycle building materials for use in the
repair and construction of homes for low-in-
come families.

H.R. 680 would amend current law to make
these organizations eligible for the Federal
Surplus Program. The proposed change in law
would not give these organizations preference,
but just make them one of many eligible non-
profit entities.

H.R. 680 is not controversial. The House
approved an identical bill—H.R. 2461—in the
103d Congress with bipartisan support. The
CBO concluded at the time that the bill would
result in no cost to the Federal Government or
State and local governments. GSA supports
this proposal. Senator LUGAR has introduced
an identical bill in the other body this year.

Federal, State, and local governments have
been looking to nonprofits to assume more re-
sponsibility for providing needed services to
the poor, particularly in an era of budget con-
straints. H.R. 680 will help nonprofits provide
those services more effectively by granting
them access to donated Federal surplus prop-
erty.

I strongly support H.R. 680, and urge my
colleagues to approve the measure.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore Mr.
SNOWBARGER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. HORN] that the House

suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 680, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-

mand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

f

EXTENDING THE ELECTRIC AND
MAGNETIC FIELDS RESEARCH
PROGRAM

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the
rules and pass the bill (H.R. 363) to
amend section 2118 of the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 1992 to extend the Electric
and Magnetic Fields Research and Pub-
lic Information Dissemination pro-
gram, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 363

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS.

Section 2118 of the Energy Policy Act of
1992 (42 U.S.C. 13478) is amended—

(1) in subsections (c)(5), (e)(5), (g)(3)(B),
(j)(1), and (l) by striking ‘‘1997’’ each place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘1998’’;
and

(2) in subsection (j)(1), by striking
‘‘$65,000,000’’ and inserting in lieu thereof
$46,000,000’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Colorado, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER, and the
gentleman from Texas Mr. HALL, each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER.

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.

(Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 363 extends for a pe-
riod of 1 year the Department of Ener-
gy’s authorization to conduct research
on electric and magnetic fields. In 1992
it became clear to Congress that there
was a need for more research and more
coordination within this particular
area and more public dissemination of
the information, mainly on the health
effects of EMF, and thus the 5-year
DOE-EMF RAPID program was author-
ized.

Since its creation, the RAPID pro-
gram has added a great deal to our un-
derstanding on the effects of EMF. Un-
fortunately, however, the authoriza-
tion to conduct the 5-year EMF RAPID
program will expire before the program
is scheduled to conclude. At the sub-
committee hearing we learned this is
not because the program is behind
schedule, but because money was not
appropriated for the program until
after the first year’s authorization had
already passed. We want to now extend
that authorization for one year to get
this concluded in a logical manner.
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Importantly, this program has been

cost effective. Industry stakeholders
have matched the Government dollar
for dollar in funding this particular
program. This has allowed the Govern-
ment to do more with less, a concept
which both Republicans and Democrats
certainly can support. In fact, when
the program is concluded, it is ex-
pected to cost nearly $20 million less
than what was originally con-
templated. The cost to the Federal
Government of extending this program
another year is $4.5 million.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 363.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in strong support of H.R. 363.
It is a bill to reauthorize the Electric
and Magnetic Fields Research and Pub-
lic Information Dissemination Pro-
gram. This important 5-year program,
this very important 5-year program
was first authorized by Congress in 1992
in response to public concerns about
the possible adverse health effects of
exposure to electric and magnetic
fields.

The program first received appropria-
tions in fiscal year 1994 rather than
1993, yet the authorization will expire
at the end of this year. Now, this reau-
thorization for fiscal year 1998 is nec-
essary to complete the fifth and final
year of funding and to fulfill the pro-
gram’s original objectives. These objec-
tives are to determine whether or not
exposure to electric and magnetic
fields affects human health, to conduct
research with respect to technologies
to mitigate any adverse human health
effects, and to disseminate this infor-
mation to the public.

Without this funding, the risk assess-
ment portion of the program would be
completed without the research due to
be provided in mid-1997. More impor-
tantly though than that, the National
Institute of Environmental and Health
Sciences, which is conducting this pro-
gram jointly with the Department of
Energy, will have to produce risk as-
sessment through a closed process
rather than through the public process
currently planned.

The program’s cost will be much less
than originally projected. It was au-
thorized at $65 million over the 5-year
period, but it is now projected to cost
nearly $20 million less than originally
estimated, about $46 million. Fifty per-
cent of the funding comes from non-
Federal sources, including electric util-
ities, electrical equipment manufactur-
ers and realtors. The cost to the Fed-
eral Government will be $23 million
over the 5-year period. Supporters of
the reauthorization include the Amer-
ican Public Power Association, Edison
Electric Institute, National Electrical

Manufacturers Association, and the
National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association, among others.

Mr. Speaker, the program’s research
is on target and will be successfully
completed by 1998, at which time the
final report will be issued concerning
potential health effects of exposure to
electric and magnetic fields. Our citi-
zens are depending on us to give them
complete and accurate information,
and the credibility of the final report
would be compromised without this 5th
and final year of funding.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
vote yes on H.R. 363 so that this impor-
tant program can achieve the objec-
tives that Congress intended and pro-
vide the public with the information
they deserve to have.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER], the chairman of the full
Committee on Science.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 363 to
amend section 2118 of the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 1992 to extend the Electric
and Magnetic Fields Research and Pub-
lic Information Dissemination Pro-
gram.

This bipartisan bill is designed to ful-
fill the intent of legislation enacted in
1992 to conduct a 5-year research and
public information dissemination pro-
gram on the health effects of electric
and magnetic fields.

Section 2118 of the Energy Policy Act
of 1992 directed the Secretary of En-
ergy to establish a 5-year, cost-shared
program, the EMF RAPID Program,
starting on October 1, 1992, and expir-
ing on December 31, 1997. The EMF
RAPID Program objectives are: To de-
termine whether or not exposure to
EMF produced by the generation,
transmission, and use of electric en-
ergy affects human health; to carry out
research and development and dem-
onstration with respect to technologies
to mitigate any adverse human health
effects; to provide for the dissemina-
tion of scientifically valid information
to the public.

Under the act, the Department of En-
ergy and the Department of Health and
Human Services National Environ-
mental Health Sciences Institute are
jointly responsible for directing the
program. DOE has responsibility for re-
search, development, and demonstra-
tion of technologies to improve the
measurement and characterization of
EMF and for assessing and managing
exposure to EMF, while NIEHS has sole
responsibility for research on possible
human health effects of EMF. EPACT
also authorized $65 million for the pe-
riod encompassing fiscal years 1993
through 1997. At least 50 percent of the
total authorized funding must come
from non-Federal sources, and before
the Federal funds can be expended in
any fiscal year, they must be matched
by non-Federal contributions. In addi-

tion, not more than $1 million annually
may be spent for the collection, com-
pilation, publication, and dissemina-
tion of scientifically valid information.

The act also established two advisory
committees to help guide the program:
The Electric and Magnetic Fields
Interagency Committee, composed of 9
members, and the National Electric
and Magnetic Fields Advisory Commit-
tee, a 10-member body.

Finally, EPACT establishes a number
of reporting requirements, including
the following: By March 31, 1997, the di-
rector of NIEHS is to report to the
Congress and to the agency his or her
findings and conclusions on the extent
to which exposure to EMF affects
human health.

Not later than September 30, 1997, the
committee, in consultation with the
other committee, is to report to the
Secretary and to Congress on its find-
ings and conclusions on the effects, if
any, of EMF on human health and re-
medial actions, if any, that may be
needed to minimize any such health ef-
fects.

Periodically, the National Academy
of Sciences is to submit reports to both
committees that evaluate the research
activities under the program and to
make recommendations to promote the
effective transfer of information de-
rived from such research projects.

Although the act authorized the EMF
RAPID Program to begin in fiscal year
1993, no funds were appropriated be-
cause the 1993 energy and water devel-
opment appropriation bill was enacted
before EPACT. Consequently, the first
year of available appropriations was
fiscal year 1994. In 1996, DOE submitted
legislation to extend the EPACT au-
thority for the EMF Rapid Program
through 1998, and former Committee on
Science Chairman Walker introduced
this proposal in the last Congress.
However, the last Congress adjourned
sine die without taking action on the
measure.

The President’s fiscal year 1998 budg-
et contains $8 million in funding for
the fifth and final year of the EMF
RAPID Program and completion of the
DOE long-term commitment to EMF
research. The Department continues to
believe the 1-year extension is appro-
priate in the interest of completing the
work contemplated by EPACT, and the
DOE and non-Federal participants tes-
tified at a hearing conducted by the
Committee on Science’s Subcommittee
on Energy and Environment that a
total authorization of $46 million will
be sufficient to complete the 5-year ef-
fort.

As amended by the Science Commit-
tee, H.R. 363 amends section 2118 of the
Energy Policy Act of 1992 by extending
by 1 year: First, the EMF RAPID Pro-
gram, the Electric and Magnetic Fields
Interagency Committee, and the Na-
tional Electric and Magnetic Fields
Advisory Committee to December 31,
1998; second, the Environmental Health
Sciences’ report to the EMFIAC and to
Congress is extended by 1 year, to
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March 31, 1998; and third, the deadline
of the EMFIAC’s final report to the
Secretary of Energy and to Congress is
extended by 1 year, to September 30,
1998.

Finally, the bill, as amended, reduces
the EMF RAPID Program 5-year au-
thorization from $65 to $46 million,
consistent with the testimony by DOE
and the non-Federal participants on
the funding requirements needed to
complete the program.

In closing, I wish to thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CALVERT],
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Energy and Environment of the Com-
mittee on Science, and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER], the sub-
committee’s ranking member, for their
hard work on this legislation. I would
also like to thank the Committee on
Science’s ranking member, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN],
for his bipartisan support.

I also want to commend the efforts of
the gentleman from Virginia, [Mr. BLI-
LEY], chairman of the Committee on
Commerce; the gentleman from Michi-
gan, [Mr. DINGELL], the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Commerce;
the gentleman from Colorado, [Mr. DAN
SCHAEFER], chairman of the Committee
on Commerce’s Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Power, the gentleman from
Texas, [Mr. HALL], the subcommittee’s
ranking member; and also the gen-
tleman. from New York [Mr. TOWNS],
the bill’s author, for their work on this
legislation.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BROWN], the ranking
member on the Committee on Science,
and a very venerable former chairman
of Science, Space, and Technology.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, what did the gentleman call me?
Venerable?

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
363, which provides a 1-year extension
with no extra funding to the electro-
magnetic field and health effects re-
search and development bill and infor-
mation dissemination program with
the Department of Energy.
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As we heard from testimony before
the Subcommittee on Energy and Envi-
ronment of the Committee on Science
on March 19 of this year, this 5-year
program seeks to clarify the risks to
public health posed by electromagnetic
fields.

Mr. Speaker, in an effort to be brief,
I would just point out that other
speakers have already indicated the ad-
verse effects of terminating this pro-
gram 1 year before it is completed. I
certainly join in my own feelings with
regard to that.

The issue of health effects of electro-
magnetic fields, such as those created
by high voltage electric lines, was a
very highly emotional and politically
potent issue a number of years ago, and
it was this increasing public concern
that led to the original enactment of

this legislation. Families that live near
such high voltage lines have wondered
whether their children are at greater
risk for contracting leukemia or a host
of other maladies, and there has been
research conducted, some of it in other
countries, in Europe, for example,
which lent credence to the possibility
that such might be the case.

The issue, therefore, had to be put to
rest with an authoritative and com-
plete research program which would
deal with that issue, and that is what
this program has done. It has accom-
plished its goal so far well under budg-
et and ahead of schedule, and we think
it deserves to move ahead to comple-
tion.

I am also glad to say that the Com-
mittee on Science has been able to
move expeditiously on this bill in a bi-
partisan manner, and this is due in
large part to the efforts of the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from California [Mr. CALVERT], and to
the ranking member of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
ROEMER], as well as to the efforts of
the full committee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER], whose efforts as chairman I
have commended on previous occasions
and I will continue to do so.

I have enjoyed working with each of
them as well as other members of the
committee and they enjoy my highest
respect.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. TOWNS].

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. SCHAEFER] and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. HALL] and the Com-
mittee on Science. I know that they
have made a special effort to move this
bill as an early priority. Since the au-
thorization expires at the end of 1997,
the program will terminate after 4
years instead of the 5-year period origi-
nally envisioned.

The need for the extension is plain
and very clear. It will ensure that the
original program’s objectives set by
Congress are met and enhance the
credibility of the RAPID final report
regarding potential human health as-
pects of exposure to electric and mag-
netic fields.

During consideration of H.R. 363, the
Committee on Commerce received tes-
timony from industry stakeholders
who all agreed that a 1-year extension
was necessary to complete the risk as-
sessment through an open, public
workshop approach that was originally
planned by the National Institutes of
Environmental Health Sciences.

Upon completion of the 5-year study,
a final report to Congress on the elec-
tromagnetic field effects, if any, on
human health will be submitted. The
report will allow the Federal Govern-
ment to confidently speak to the
American people with one voice on this
very important issue. Anything less
than a 1-year extension would render
the study incomplete and jeopardize

the credibility developed over the last
4 years with EMF issue stakeholders
and the public as well.

The RAPID Program has been very
successful to date. In addition to the
research initiated, the program has dis-
tributed 180,000 copies of questions and
answers about electric and magnetic
fields associated with the use of elec-
tric power to the public. Additionally,
RAPID has published EMF in the work
force and EMF InfoLine, managed by
the Environmental Protection Agency
and funded by the RAPID Program. It
has also responded to the thousands of
calls from the general public.

The program conducts research joint-
ly with the Department of Energy and
the National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sciences and is funded
equally by the annual appropriations
and matching contributions from the
electric utilities, electrical equipment
manufacturers, and realtors.

This 1-year extension has the support
of the administration, Congress and
the industry stakeholders such as the
Edison Electric Institute, the Amer-
ican Public Power Association, the Na-
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Asso-
ciation, and the National Electrical
Manufacturers Association.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to again
thank all of the participants in making
this possible. I would like to thank the
subcommittee chairman, and of course
the ranking member as well, and all of
the staff that worked very hard to
move this legislation very quickly.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 363, which provides a 1-year exten-
sion, with no extra funding, to the electro-
magnetic fields and health effects R&D and in-
formation-dissemination program at the De-
partment of Energy. As we heard in March 19,
1997, in testimony before the Subcommittee
on Energy and Environment, this 5-year pro-
gram seeks to clarify the risks to public health
posed by electromagnetic fields.

The authorization for this program currently
ends in 1997—5 years after passage of the
Energy Policy Act of 1992. However, with this
termination date, the program will have actu-
ally had only 4 years to complete its tasks, be-
cause, through no fault of its own, the pro-
gram began a year late due to the logistics of
the budget cycle.

If the program were to terminate at the end
of fiscal year 1997, important tasks assigned
to the program by the Energy Policy Act of
1992 would go undone. With a 1-year exten-
sion, however, these essential functions will
be completed and presented to the public in a
concise manner.

As many Members are well aware, the issue
of the health effects of exposure to electro-
magnetic fields, such as those created by
electric high wires, have been controversial
and emotional issues. Families that live near
such wires have wondered whether their chil-
dren are at greater risk for contracting leuke-
mia or a host of other maladies. And, unfortu-
nately as is often the case with research, the
answers have been a long time coming, and
have wrought their own controversies at times.
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As directed by the Energy Policy Act of

1992, the Department of Energy has neverthe-
less pursued a complete airing of the issues in
an open process that solicits public opinion
and lets any expert challenge the results of
their work. Learning from past mistakes, the
Energy Policy Act required that the data and
final analysis be shared in order to gain the
trust and confidence of the public. Without this
openness, the study would be just another
Government study over which opposing fac-
tions bicker.

In fact, just such a closed study was re-
cently completed by the National Academy of
Sciences, and it found no credible evidence
for a significant public health threat due to ex-
posure to electromagnetic fields. While I fully
respect the work of the academy and this
study did reassure many of us, skeptics re-
main concerned with these results and their
views also need to be considered in a public
forum.

As promised in the Energy Policy Act, the
EMF program at DOE will provide such a
forum and analyze the opinions of skeptics
and mainstream researchers alike. I look for-
ward to the results of this work, and I think
that it is an important step in public under-
standing of these health risks.

I am also glad to say that the Committee on
Science has been able to move expeditiously
on this bill in a bipartisan manner. This is due,
in large part, to the efforts of the subcommit-
tee chairman, Mr. CALVERT, and the full com-
mittee chairman and ranking member, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER and Mr. BROWN. I have en-
joyed working with each of them, as well as
the other members of the committee, and they
enjoy my highest respect.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman of the Commerce Committee for
yielding me this time.

I also thank the chairman of the Committee
on Science and the ranking member, Mr.
BROWN, for their support in expediting pas-
sage of this bill.

As Chairman SENSENBRENNER has pointed
out, this bill will allow the Electric and Mag-
netic Fields research program to complete its
original 5-year authorization. At the same time,
we will save the taxpayers money by reducing
the authorization some $19 million to the $46-
million-agreed-upon budget for the program. I
should add that 50 percent of this budget is
cost-shared by industry.

Mr. Speaker, at the time of the markup of
this bill in the Energy and Environment Sub-
committee, the distinguished vice-chairman of
the full Science Committee, Mr. EHLERS, made
the point that all the research to date on this
issue has failed to find a significant link be-
tween electric and magnetic fields and serious
health problems. I agree and I doubt that will
change.

Nevertheless, this program was agreed to
by both Government and industry to put to
rest public concern and, once started, I think
it’s worth finishing.

Finally, I want to particularly thank my friend
from Indiana, our ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, Mr. ROEMER, for cospon-
soring this bill and working closely with us to
expedite the process. Mr. Speaker, this bill
has strong bipartisan support and I urge its
passage. I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Colorado, Mr. DAN SCHAEFER, that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 363, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.

Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that all Members may have 5 legisla-
tive days within which to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material on H.R. 363, the bill
just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

f

PERMISSION TO INSERT EXTRA-
NEOUS MATERIAL DURING CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 1271, FAA
RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATION
ACT OF 1997, IN THE COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE TODAY

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent during the
debate on the bill H.R. 1271, the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration Re-
search, Engineering, and Development
Authorization Act of 1997, that I be
able to insert extraneous material into
the RECORD, specifically, an exchange
of correspondence between the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER] and myself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

f

FAA RESEARCH, ENGINEERING,
AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 125 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1271.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1271) to au-
thorize the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration’s research, engineering, and de-
velopment programs for fiscal years
1998 through 2000, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. STEARNS in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] and
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
GORDON] each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER].

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, H.R. 1271 authorizes the FAA to
carry out its research, engineering, and
development program for fiscal years
1998, 1999, and 2000. The objective of the
RE&D program is to develop and vali-
date the technology and knowledge re-
quired for the FAA to ensure the safe-
ty, efficiency, and security of our na-
tional air transportation system. Ad-
vances developed through the RE&D
program are helping transform the
FAA into a modern air traffic manage-
ment system capable of meeting the in-
creased aviation demands of the com-
ing century.

I would like to thank the Chair of the
Subcommittee on Technology, the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA], and the ranking member of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. GORDON], for the hard
work they have done in crafting H.R.
1271. The legislation was reported out
of the Committee on Science with
strong bipartisan support.

Overall, H.R. 1271 authorizes $217 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1998, $224 million in
fiscal year 1999, and $231 million in fis-
cal year 2000 for the FAA to carry out
the critical projects and activities of
the FAA RE&D program, including re-
search and development in the areas of
capacity management, navigation,
weather, aircraft safety, systems secu-
rity, and human factors.

While including some increases for
critical FAA research activities such
as weather and computer security, H.R.
1271 does not provide a blank check to
the FAA. The legislation contains lan-
guage that restricts noncompetitive re-
search grants and prohibits funding of
lobbying activities.

Further, as chairman of the House
Science Committee, I plan to work in a
bipartisan fashion with the ranking
member, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BROWN], and other members of
the committee to provide responsible
FAA oversight that protects our Na-
tion’s investment in aviation research
and development. I have also notified
the FAA that the Committee on
Science intends to take an active role
this year in the development of the
agency’s overall strategic plan as re-
quired by the Results Act.

At this point, I insert into the
RECORD an exchange of correspondence
between the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] and myself rel-
ative to jurisdictional concerns that
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will be addressed in a few minutes by
an amendment that the subcommittee
chair, the gentlewoman from Maryland
[Mrs. MORELLA] will propose.

The correspondence referred to fol-
lows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,

Washington, DC, April 23, 1997.
Hon. BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman, House Committee on Transportation

and Infrastructure, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR BUD: On April 16, 1997, the House
Committee on Science marked up and re-
ported out H.R. 1271, FAA Research, Engi-
neering, and Development Authorization Act
of 1997.

Traditionally, provisions in this bill have
been incorporated into the FAA Authoriza-
tion Acts when considered on the House
Floor, indicating your substantive interest
in the research components of the FAA.

Because of our Committee’s desire to expe-
ditiously consider H.R. 1271, it is my under-
standing that you will not object to its con-
sideration by the House.

I acknowledge that H.R. 1271 in no way im-
pacts the traditional jurisdictional lines
under which the Committee on Science and
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure have operated for years. Under the
Rules of the House, the Science Committee
only has jurisdiction over civil aviation re-
search and development funded through the
Research, Engineering, and Development ac-
count. The Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure has jurisdiction over
FAA’s other functions. Historically, the
Transportation and Infrastructure Commit-
tee has had exclusive jurisdiction over the
Facilities and Equipment account. H.R. 1271
is not intended to change that.

I appreciate your willingness to work with
us to expedite the consideration of H.R. 1271.
I look forward to continuing to work with
you on these issues.

Sincerely,
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr.,

Chairman.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, April 23, 1997.
Hon. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on Science,
Rayburn Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR JIM: Thank you for your letter of
April 23, 1997 concerning H.R. 1271, the FAA
Research, Engineering, and Development Act
of 1997 which your Committee has reported
out. This legislation authorizes funding for
FAA’s R&D programs for fiscal years 1998–
2000.

As you correctly point out, the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee has
traditionally taken a great deal of interest
in the research components of FAA. This let-
ter is to confirm that because of your will-
ingness to accommodate our concerns about
the bill and because of your desire to take
the bill to the Floor expeditiously, I have no
objections to its consideration. Also, I appre-
ciate your acknowledgment that the bill in
no way impacts the traditional jurisdictional
lines under which our Committees have oper-
ated, especially with regard to the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee’s ex-
clusive jurisdiction over the Facilities and
Equipment Account.

Finally, I would ask that a copy of our ex-
change of letters on this matter be placed in
the Record during consideration of the bill
on the Floor. Thank you for your coopera-
tion and assistance on this matter.

With warm personal regards, I am
Sincerely,

BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 1271, which
continues to demonstrate our Nation’s
commitment to aviation research and
development. H.R. 1271 will enable our
country to continue to lead the world
in developing and implementing new
aviation technologies that make avia-
tion more efficient while improving
safety.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 1271, the FAA Research, Engineer-
ing, and Development Act of 1997. H.R.
1271 is a product of a bipartisan process
to strengthen the research and develop-
ment activities of the FAA.

Chairman SENSENBRENNER and Sub-
committee Chairman MORELLA and I
are in complete agreement that the
FAA’s R&D programs will be the key
to increasing the capacity and effi-
ciency of the airspace system while en-
suring its safety and security.

H.R. 1271 reverses the downward
trend in the FAA’s Research, Engineer-
ing and Development Account, which
has declined by 20 percent in the last 2
years. The fiscal year 1998 funding lev-
els are at the President’s request in 6
of the 10 accounts. The remaining four
accounts are funded at a higher level
than the President’s request. These
funding increases also improve re-
search in such areas as noise abate-
ment and weather prediction, areas
identified by outside advisory panels
that need increased support.

Finally, I would like to thank Chair-
man MORELLA for her support of my
proposal establishing a competitive re-
search grants program for primarily
undergraduate institutions. This pro-
gram will support research relevant to
FAA’s technology needs and, perhaps
more importantly, will help develop
the technical expertise to address
FAA’s future technological require-
ments. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1271.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. LOBIONDO].

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to engage in a colloquy with the chair-
man.

It is my understanding that because
H.R. 1271 would authorize $672 million
over the next three fiscal years for the
Federal Aviation Administration’s re-
search, engineering and development
programs, some of the functions of the
FAA technical center in Pomona, NJ,
are within that authorization.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LOBIONDO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is correct. The

FAA does conduct some of the research
projects and activities authorized by
this legislation at the technical center
in New Jersey.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, as the
gentleman may be aware, this facility,
located in the congressional district
which I represent, is the FAA’s premier
research and development center. Per-
haps the gentleman is also aware that
this facility has performed and is per-
forming cutting-edge research and test-
ing in the areas of advanced air traffic
control and navigation technology, air-
port security, fire safety technology
and runway safety and pavement dura-
bility systems.

Mr. Chairman, I should note for the
RECORD that the Hughes Technical
Center maintains and operates the only
configuration managed lab in the world
capable of testing new equipment and
systems without disrupting or com-
promising the safety of air traffic. In
other words, these labs allow the FAA
to test all equipment and systems in an
environment that is identical to the
actual air traffic control facilities so
we know how the equipment will work
together and otherwise function with
existing systems before it is fielded.

This work and capability is largely
responsible for the unparalleled record
of aviation safety in this country.

For purposes of clarification, Mr.
Chairman, I ask the gentleman if there
is anything in the bill to require con-
solidation of the functions and activi-
ties of the Hughes Technical Center
with any other Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration facility?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, H.R. 1271 does not include lan-
guage to require the consolidation of
any technical centers.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman of the Committee
on Science and the staff of the Sub-
committee on Technology for the op-
portunity to clarify for the RECORD the
impact of H.R. 1271 on the Hughes
Technical Center.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
EWING] for purposes of a colloquy.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
engage in a colloquy with the esteemed
chairman of the Committee on Science.

The Center of Excellence for Airport
Pavement Research at the University
of Illinois Champaign-Urbana is a
unique partnership between the Uni-
versity of Illinois, the FAA and the
aviation industry. The state-of-the-art
pavement research that takes place at
this center will create economical and
reliable new pavement design to ac-
commodate all aircraft, including
heavier next generation aircraft. The
improved materials and construction
methods tested at this facility are of
crucial importance to the future of the
Nation’s airport runways and facilities.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand-
ing that the airport technology ac-
count of H.R. 1271 is authorized at
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$5,458,000, more than double the fiscal
year 1997 enacted level of $2,654,000. Is
this a correct statement?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EWING. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Illinois is
correct. H.R. 1271 fully funds the ad-
ministration’s request for the airport
technology account at $5,468,000 for fis-
cal year 1998.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, would it
also be correct to state that there is
nothing in the airport technology sec-
tion of the FAA Research, Engineering
and Development Authorization Act of
1997 that would preclude the FAA from
fully funding the Center of Excellence
for Airport Pavement Research at the
University of Illinois Urbana-Cham-
paign?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, again, the gentleman is correct.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
BROWN].

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Ten-
nessee for yielding me the time.

I support the provisions of H.R. 1271,
the FAA Research, Engineering, and
Development Authorization Act of 1997.
The gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA], working with the ranking
member, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. GORDON], has developed leg-
islation which strengthens the RE&D
activity of FAA.

H.R. 1271 takes steps to reverse the
downward trend in FAA’s research, en-
gineering and development account,
which has decreased 20 percent during
the last 2 years. These increases will
allow additional research in areas
which have been identified as needing
increased support by the National Re-
search Council and other outside advi-
sory bodies, including the research just
referred to by the previous speaker.

Mr. Chairman, as a result of active
bipartisan cooperation on this bill, the
Committee on Science has developed a
strong and effective piece of legisla-
tion, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], chair of the
Subcommittee on Technology.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Science.

First, I want to compliment the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER] for the Committee on
Science’s remarkable accomplishment
of reporting out all 10 of the civilian
science authorizations in such a timely
and fair manner. Of course our commit-
tee’s ranking member, the gentleman

from California [Mr. BROWN], deserves
his share of credit for his cooperation
in this endeavor.

As chair of the Subcommittee on
Technology, I am certainly pleased to
support H.R. 1271, the FAA Research,
Engineering, and Development Act of
1997. It has been a pleasure working on
this bill with the ranking member, the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GOR-
DON]. It is indeed bipartisan legisla-
tion. It authorizes the FAA to conduct
research, engineering, and development
projects and activities over the next 3
fiscal years to improve the national
aviation system by increasing effi-
ciency and safety.

The Federal Aviation Administration
has developed a national aviation sys-
tem that universally is recognized as
the safest and most technologically ad-
vanced system in the world. Each day
the aviation system supports 1.5 mil-
lion passengers. The agency’s research,
engineering, and development pro-
grams have produced many of the ad-
vances in aviation that have taken us
from an era of vacuum tube radios and
beacon lights to the satellite based
communications, navigation, and sur-
veillance systems of today.

H.R. 1271 recognizes the critical role
RE&D programs play in the FAA’s mis-
sion to provide safe and efficient air
travel by authorizing $217 million in
fiscal year 1998, $224 million in fiscal
year 1999, and $231 million in fiscal
year 2000 for the programs.

In fiscal year 1998, the legislation re-
stores funding for the capacity and air
traffic management account to the fis-
cal year 1997 enacted level primarily to
safeguard sensitive computer and infor-
mation system data from unauthorized
disclosure. The weather account is au-
thorized above the request to reflect
recommendations by the FAA RE&D
Advisory Committee and the National
Academy of Sciences that the FAA as-
sign a higher priority to weather re-
search projects and activities.

The environment and energy account
is authorized above the request to bol-
ster research activities helping the
FAA to meet its goal of reducing air-
craft noise, 80 percent, by the year 2000.
The innovative cooperative research
account is authorized above the re-
quest to establish a new undergraduate
research grants program. Finally the
authorization fully funds the fiscal
year 1998 budget request for both air-
craft safety and security projects and
activities.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to offer
this legislation which demonstrates
our continued strong commitment to
aviation research and development. It
was crafted in a bipartisan fashion, is
cosponsored by the ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Technology, the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GOR-
DON], along with the gentleman from
California [Mr. BROWN], the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS], the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. DAVIS], and
the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE].

I encourage all my colleagues to join
me in supporting H.R. 1271. I want to
offer my thanks also to the committee
staff on both sides of the aisle working
on this bill, particularly Jim Wilson on
the minority staff and Michael Quear,
and on the majority staff my whole-
hearted thanks to Richard Russell and
to Jeff Grove.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

As we bring this bill to a conclusion,
let me just briefly say thanks to the
chairman, the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] for her sin-
cere effort to bring this bill as well as
other bills to the floor in a bipartisan
manner with good cooperation. I con-
cur with her accolades for the staff.
Mike Quear particularly, with the mi-
nority, has done an excellent job for us.

And let me also say that the Com-
mittee on Science now, through no
fault of its own, was the last commit-
tee to organize yet the first committee
to present all of its authorizing bills to
the floor with virtual unanimous sup-
port. If not unprecedented, it is at least
very rare, and much congratulations
should go to our chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER], for the really no nonsense
bipartisan approach he has taken. It
has translated down to the staff, to the
subcommittee chairs and ranking
members as well as the rest of the
members. I am pleased to be a part of
this team. I think it is good legislation
for the country.

On a personal note, I get enough
fighting during elections. I get enough
squabbling here on other types of is-
sues. I did not come to Washington, I
did not run for Congress to squabble
about a lot of petty issues. I came here
to try to work together to get things
done for this country. I think this com-
mittee, with the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER] and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROWN] really has shown
how that can work. I thank them for
their cooperation. I look forward to
continuing this partnership.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I thank the gentleman from Ten-
nessee for his good words. I think it
shows that, when we confine our argu-
ments to genuine disputes over policy,
which are fairly narrow on the Com-
mittee on Science, rather than arguing
over procedure or perceived or real un-
fairness, we can get a lot accomplished
in a very short period of time. The fact
that this is the 6th of the 10 authoriza-
tion bills to come up, all of which have
been relatively noncontroversial, I
think is proof of that.

The other four bills are of shared ju-
risdiction with other committees, and
the Committee on Science will be
working with the chairs and the leader-
ship of the other committees in order
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to eliminate the jurisdictional prob-
lems so that we can complete the job
as expeditiously as possible.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I commend
the chairman of the Science Committee, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, and its ranking member, Mr.
BROWN of California, as well as the sub-
committee chairman, Mrs. MORELLA, and its
ranking member, Mr. GORDON, for working to-
gether to produce this important legislation.
The committee has set a good example, not
just on this bill but also on the other science
authorization bills that it has recently reported.

One modest but crucial element of H.R.
1271 is the authorization for the Federal Avia-
tion Administration’s Aviation Weather Re-
search Program. There are more than 500
weather-related aviation accidents in the Unit-
ed States each year, and billions of dollars are
lost due to weather delays. Although we may
never be able to get those figures down to
zero, we know that the FAA’s research efforts
are playing a critical role in limiting such acci-
dents and losses.

Weather-related research has indeed been
instrumental in improving aviation safety and
efficiency. This research is designed to protect
airplane passengers and the rest of the avia-
tion community against weather-related haz-
ards such as thunderstorms, in-flight icing, tur-
bulence, ceiling and visibility problems, and
ground conditions that cause de-icing prob-
lems.

While the FAA conducts its weather re-
search in close coordination with other agen-
cies such as the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration [NOAA] and the National
Weather Service, much of the work is done at
federally funded research centers.

The National Center for Atmospheric Re-
search [NCAR] in Boulder, CO, performs sub-
stantial research for the FAA. One such item
of NCAR research allows researchers from
NCAR and NOAA to fly research aircraft
through high winds to study the kind of moun-
tain-area turbulence that may have caused the
tragic accident near Colorado Springs in 1991.

FAA funding of NCAR and other research
centers has resulted in the development of the
Terminal Doppler Weather Radar, which alerts
air traffic controllers to dangerous wind shear
and microbursts. TDWR is operating or sched-
uled for deployment at some 50 airports
around the country. This is a technology that
will reduce the loss of life and property. It is
just one example of the value of FAA’s fund-
ing of weather-related research.

The Aviation Weather Research Program
authorized by H.R. 1271 is modest when
measured by its cost, but it is extraordinarily
valuable and cost-effective. Perhaps we
should expand the program in the near future,
but in the meantime I commend the Science
Committee for recognizing the significance of
the program in this legislation.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered by sections as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment and, pur-
suant to the rule, each section is con-
sidered as having been read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-

ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered as having been read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘FAA Research,
Engineering, and Development Authorization
Act of 1997’’.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
remainder of the bill be printed in the
RECORD and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is as follows:
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 48102(a) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(2)(J);

(2) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (3)(J) and inserting in lieu thereof a semi-
colon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) for fiscal year 1998, $217,406,000, includ-

ing—
‘‘(A) $75,550,000 for system development and

infrastructure projects and activities;
‘‘(B) $19,614,000 for capacity and air traffic

management technology projects and activities;
‘‘(C) $15,132,000 for communications, naviga-

tion, and surveillance projects and activities;
‘‘(D) $9,982,000 for weather projects and ac-

tivities;
‘‘(E) $5,458,000 for airport technology projects

and activities;
‘‘(F) $26,625,000 for aircraft safety technology

projects and activities;
‘‘(G) $49,895,000 for system security technology

projects and activities;
‘‘(H) $10,737,000 for human factors and avia-

tion medicine projects and activities;
‘‘(I) $3,291,000 for environment and energy

projects and activities; and
‘‘(J) $1,122,000 for innovative/cooperative re-

search projects and activities;
‘‘(5) for fiscal year 1999, $224,000,000; and
‘‘(6) for fiscal year 2000, $231,000,000.’’.

SEC. 3. BUDGET DESIGNATION FOR RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.

Section 48102 of title 49, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(g) DESIGNATION OF ACTIVITIES.—(1) The
amounts appropriated under subsection (a) are
for the support of all research and development
activities carried out by the Federal Aviation
Administration that fall within the categories of
basic research, applied research, and develop-
ment, including the design and development of
prototypes, in accordance with the classifica-
tions of the Office of Management and Budget
Circular A–11 (Budget Formulation/Submission
Process).

‘‘(2) The President’s annual budget request
for the Federal Aviation Administration shall
include all research and development activities
within a single budget category. All of the ac-
tivities carried out by the Administration within
the categories of basic research, applied re-
search, and development, as classified by the
Office of Management and Budget Circular A–
11, shall be placed in this single budget cat-
egory.’’.

SEC. 4. NATIONAL AVIATION RESEARCH PLAN.
Section 44501(c)(2)(B) of title 49, United States

Code, is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (iii);
(2) by striking the period at the end of clause

(iv) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘; and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following new

clause:
‘‘(v) highlight the research and development

technology transfer activities that promote tech-
nology sharing among government, industry,
and academia through the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act of 1980.’’.
SEC. 5. RESEARCH GRANTS PROGRAM INVOLVING

UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS.
(a) PROGRAM.—Section 48102 of title 49, Unit-

ed States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) RESEARCH GRANTS PROGRAM INVOLVING
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS.—

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator of
the Federal Aviation Administration shall estab-
lish a program for awarding grants to research-
ers at primarily undergraduate institutions who
involve undergraduate students in their re-
search on subjects of relevance to the Federal
Aviation Administration. Grants may be award-
ed under this subsection for—

‘‘(A) research projects to be carried out at pri-
marily undergraduate institutions; or

‘‘(B) research projects that combine research
at primarily undergraduate institutions with
other research supported by the Federal Avia-
tion Administration.

‘‘(2) NOTICE OF CRITERIA.—Within 6 months
after the date of the enactment of the FAA Re-
search, Engineering, and Development Author-
ization Act of 1997, the Administrator of the
Federal Aviation Administration shall establish
and publish in the Federal Register criteria for
the submittal of proposals for a grant under this
subsection, and for the awarding of such grants.

‘‘(3) PRINCIPAL CRITERIA.—The principal cri-
teria for the awarding of grants under this sub-
section shall be—

‘‘(A) the relevance of the proposed research to
technical research needs identified by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration;

‘‘(B) the scientific and technical merit of the
proposed research; and

‘‘(C) the potential for participation by under-
graduate students in the proposed research.

‘‘(4) COMPETITIVE, MERIT-BASED EVALUA-
TION.—Grants shall be awarded under this sub-
section on the basis of evaluation of proposals
through a competitive, merit-based process.’’.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 48102(a) of title 49, United States Code,
as amended by this Act, is further amended—

‘‘(1) by inserting ‘‘, of which $500,000 shall be
for carrying out the grant program established
under subsection (h)’’ after ‘‘projects and activi-
ties’’ in paragraph (4)(J);

‘‘(2) by inserting ‘‘, of which $500,000 shall be
for carrying out the grant program established
under subsection (h)’’ after ‘‘$224,000,000’’ in
paragraph (5); and

(3) by inserting ‘‘, of which $500,000 shall be
for carrying out the grant program established
under subsection (h)’’ after ‘‘$231,000,000’’ in
paragraph (6).
SEC. 6. LIMITATIONS.

(a) PROHIBITION OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.—
None of the funds authorized by the amend-
ments made by this Act shall be available for
any activity whose purpose is to influence legis-
lation pending before the Congress, except that
this subsection shall not prevent officers or em-
ployees of the United States or of its depart-
ments or agencies from communicating to Mem-
bers of Congress on the request of any Member
or to Congress, through the proper channels, re-
quests for legislation or appropriations which
they deem necessary for the efficient conduct of
the public business.

(b) LIMITATION ON APPROPRIATIONS.—No sums
are authorized to be appropriated to the Admin-
istrator of the Federal Aviation Administration
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for fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000 for the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration Research, Engi-
neering, and Development account, unless such
sums are specifically authorized to be appro-
priated by the amendments made by this Act.

(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR AWARDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the

Federal Aviation Administration shall exclude
from consideration for grant agreements made
by that Administration after fiscal year 1997
any person who received funds, other than
those described in paragraph (2), appropriated
for a fiscal year after fiscal year 1997, under a
grant agreement from any Federal funding
source for a project that was not subjected to a
competitive, merit-based award process. Any ex-
clusion from consideration pursuant to this sub-
section shall be effective for a period of 5 years
after the person receives such Federal funds.

(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to the receipt of Federal funds by a per-
son due to the membership of that person in a
class specified by law for which assistance is
awarded to members of the class according to a
formula provided by law.

(3) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘‘grant agreement’’ means a
legal instrument whose principal purpose is to
transfer a thing of value to the recipient to
carry out a public purpose of support or stimu-
lation authorized by a law of the United States,
and does not include the acquisition (by pur-
chase, lease, or barter) of property or services
for the direct benefit or use of the United States
Government. Such term does not include a coop-
erative agreement (as such term is used in sec-
tion 6305 of title 31, United States Code) or a co-
operative research and development agreement
(as such term is defined in section 12(d)(1) of the
Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a(d)(1))).
SEC. 7. NOTICE.

(a) NOTICE OF REPROGRAMMING.—If any
funds authorized by the amendments made by
this Act are subject to a reprogramming action
that requires notice to be provided to the Appro-
priations Committees of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate, notice of such action
shall concurrently be provided to the Commit-
tees on Science and Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate.

(b) NOTICE OF REORGANIZATION.—The Admin-
istrator of the Federal Aviation Administration
shall provide notice to the Committees on
Science, Transportation and Infrastructure, and
Appropriations of the House of Representatives,
and the Committees on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation and Appropriations of the Sen-
ate, not later than 15 days before any major re-
organization of any program, project, or activity
of the Federal Aviation Administration for
which funds are authorized by this Act.
SEC. 8. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE YEAR 2000

PROBLEM.
With the year 2000 fast approaching, it is the

sense of Congress that the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration should—

(1) give high priority to correcting all 2-digit
date-related problems in its computer systems to
ensure that those systems continue to operate
effectively in the year 2000 and beyond;

(2) assess immediately the extent of the risk to
the operations of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration posed by the problems referred to in
paragraph (1), and plan and budget for achiev-
ing Year 2000 compliance for all of its mission-
critical systems; and

(3) develop contingency plans for those sys-
tems that the Federal Aviation Administration is
unable to correct in time.
SEC. 9. BUY AMERICAN.

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.—
No funds appropriated pursuant to the amend-
ments made by this Act may be expended by an
entity unless the entity agrees that in expending

the assistance the entity will comply with sec-
tions 2 through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41
U.S.C. 10a–10c, popularly known as the ‘‘Buy
American Act’’).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—In the case of any
equipment or products that may be authorized
to be purchased with financial assistance pro-
vided under the amendments made by this Act,
it is the sense of Congress that entities receiving
such assistance should, in expending the assist-
ance, purchase only American-made equipment
and products.

(c) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—In
providing financial assistance under the amend-
ments made by this Act, the Administrator of
the Federal Aviation Administration shall pro-
vide to each recipient of the assistance a notice
describing the statement made in subsection (a)
by the Congress.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MORELLA

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mrs. MORELLA:

Page 8, line 4, before ‘‘after’’ insert ‘‘from
the Research, Engineering, and Development
account’’.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment simply clarifies that the
limitations in section 6 apply only to
grants funded through the research, en-
gineering and development account.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MORELLA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to sup-
port the amendment on behalf of the
committee leadership. Let me say that
this amendment was for the sole pur-
pose of alleviating the concerns of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure that our legislation does
not infringe upon their jurisdiction
whatsoever.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word. Let me just
quickly concur that the minority has
been consulted on this amendment, and
we also concur with its passage.

b 1600

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

The amendment was agreed to:
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF

TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

Texas:
Page 5, line 11, after ‘‘institutions’’ insert

‘‘, including primarily undergraduate His-
torically Black Colleges and Universities and
Hispanic Serving Institutions,’’.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I too would like to add my
appreciation, first of all, to the chair-
man of the Committee on Science and
the ranking member for their coopera-
tive spirit throughout the time of both
our hearings and markup sessions.

Let me acknowledge as well the
chairperson of this subcommittee, the
gentlewoman from Maryland, Mrs.

MORELLA, and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Tennessee, BART GOR-
DON, for cooperating with me on this
amendment and assisting my staff.

Mr. Chairman, I want to also thank
the staff members as well.

I invite my colleagues to join with
me in encouraging research by under-
graduate students at our Nation’s his-
toric black colleges and universities
and Hispanic serving institutions. As
many may know, the majority of our
HBCU’s and Hispanic serving institu-
tions are primarily undergraduate in-
stitutions.

First of all, this legislation is good
legislation and I applaud the work of
the committee. Particularly in light of
Pan Am 103, the ValuJet crash in Flor-
ida, and TWA 800, safety issues and re-
search issues regarding flight safety for
our consumers are extremely impor-
tant. This is a good bill.

This amendment, however, affects
section 5 of the bill dealing with re-
search grants involving undergraduate
students by simply including the words
‘‘Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities and Hispanic Serving Institu-
tions’’ after undergraduate institu-
tions. Section 5 targets researchers at
primarily undergraduate institutions,
which most of our institutions are.

I must add that I am pleased to note
that under this subsection grants are
awarded based on the evaluation of
proposals through a competitive merit-
based process. The ranking member,
the gentleman from Tennessee, Mr.
BART GORDON, was successful in includ-
ing this overall undergraduate section
in the bill, and this is a good section.

This bill authorizes a total of $672
million over 3 years, through fiscal
year 2000, for the FAA’s research, engi-
neering, and development program;
$217 million for fiscal year 1998, $224
million for fiscal year 1999, and $213
million for fiscal year 2000. Section 5 of
the bill authorizes $500,000 for overall
undergraduate student research grants.

Let me emphasize that this particu-
lar amendment, by the CBO estimates
alone, does not add any cost to this
legislation at all.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentlewoman’s
interest in this issue and commend her
for offering this amendment.

Although the language in H.R. 1271 in
no way restricts the FAA’s ability to
award research grants to historically
black colleges and universities and His-
panic serving institutions, we will ac-
cept her amendment to clarify that
point that the FAA has the authority
to make such grants, and I support the
amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I thank
the chairperson very much.

Might I just, as I conclude, and be-
fore I offer some time to the ranking
member, say that according to the
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President’s Board of Advisers on His-
torically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities our minority universities are
often an untapped resource for re-
search, technological, and analytical
competence. Although many HBCU’s
are underfunded in laboratory equip-
ment, HBCU’s and Hispanic serving in-
stitutions have an overwhelming suc-
cess rate in producing the Nation’s top
minority mathematicians, scientists,
and physicians.

And let me simply say that when we
are called by name, we will most likely
respond. This amendment does that. It
does clarify and allows for minority
universities to recognize their involve-
ment in this important area. It also
will help, I hope, to increase the num-
bers of applications and, therefore,
grants so that we can be, of course, in
the loop.

This is a good amendment because it
is inclusive and it states to our popu-
lation that we want all people involved
in this very important research.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in order to amend H.R.
1271—the Federal Aviation Administration Re-
search and Engineering, and Development
programs for fiscal years 1988 through 2000.

I invite my colleagues to join with me in en-
couraging research by undergraduate students
at our Nation’s historically black colleges and
universities and Hispanic serving institutions.
As many may know, the majority of our
HBCU’s and Hispanic serving institutions are
primarily undergraduate institutions.

This amendment to H.R. 1271, affects sec-
tion 5 of the bill; research grants program in-
volving undergraduate students, by simply in-
cluding the words ‘‘historically black colleges
and universities and Hispanic serving institu-
tions’’ after the ‘‘undergraduate institutions’’
language of the bill.

Section 5 targets researchers at primarily
undergraduate institutions that involve under-
graduate students in their research on sub-
jects of relevance to the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration.

I must add that I am pleased to note that
under this subsection, grants are awarded
based on the evaluation of proposals through
a competitive, merit based process. My good
colleague, BART GORDON of Tennessee, was
successful in including this overall undergradu-
ate section in the bill.

This bill, authorizes a total of $672 million
over 3 years, through fiscal year 2000, for the
FAA’s research, engineering, and develop-
ment program; $217 million for fiscal year
1998, $224 for fiscal year 1999, and $213 mil-
lion for fiscal year 2000. Section 5 of the bill
authorizes $500,000 for the overall under-
graduate student research grants.

There is no doubt that there is an over-
whelming need for research dollars to be
awarded to historically black colleges and uni-
versities, as well as Hispanic serving institu-
tions. For the FAA, the numbers speak for
themselves.

In 1996, the Federal Aviation Administration
awarded a total of $15 million to institutions of
higher education for research and develop-
ment activities. Of that total $15 million
amount for 1996, only $120,000 was awarded
to historically black colleges and universities,
and $130,000 was awarded to Hispanic serv-
ing institutions. That is less than 1 percent.

For fiscal year 1997, of the $10 million
awarded to institutions of higher education, the
overall amount awarded to minority institutions
doubled, but where no less impressive. Of the
$10 million, $260,000 was awarded to HBCU’s
and $200,000 was awarded to Hispanic serv-
ing institutions. This is a sad and telling story
on the state of research and development
within our minority universities and colleges.

This is why this amendment is necessary. It
is a good first step in reaching out to minority
institutions that can and must compete in the
research and development arena.

My amendment serves to unquestionably re-
flect that undergraduate students at minority
institutions should aggressively compete for
grant awards within the FAA. This amendment
seeks to promote minority university aware-
ness of research opportunities.

According to the President’s board of advi-
sors on historically black colleges and univer-
sities, our minority universities are often an
untapped resource for research, technological,
and analytical competence. Although many
HBCU’s are underfunded in laboratory equip-
ment, HBCU’s have an overwhelming success
rate in producing the Nation’s top black math-
ematicians, scientists, and physicians.

Mr. Chairman, when you are called by
name, you are more likely to respond. This
amendment does just that. It calls minority uni-
versities by name in an effort to highlight and
bring to the attention of the FAA the fact that
HBCU’s and Hispanic serving institutions are
alive and well and should be included in the
research efforts of the FAA. It aids our minor-
ity institutions and others in understanding that
minority universities and undergraduate stu-
dents should effectively compete for research
opportunities with the Federal Government.

Hispanic serving institutions are colleges
and universities that educate mostly Hispanic
students. I am proud to announce that my new
district, the 18th Congressional District, in-
cludes a good portion of the heights in Hous-
ton, TX. In the heights are people of all racial
and ethic backgrounds including Hispanics.
Many of the residents of the heights attend
both HBCU’s and Hispanic serving institutions
as well as majority colleges and universities. I
am proud to be a representative of each.

Mr. Chairman, while some may correctly
state and understand that the classification of
undergraduate students should include histori-
cally black colleges and universities as well as
Hispanic serving institutions, it is important to
note that there are some in our country who
do not appreciate this view. Consequently, our
minority universities are often overlooked or
forgotten.

My amendment allows undergraduate stu-
dents at HBCU’s and Hispanic serving institu-
tions to definitively know that they too can par-
ticipate in research that benefits the FAA and
compete for research and development dollars
that will help build a better America.

For these reasons, I ask that my colleagues
support my amendment to H.R. 1271.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment and offer my compliments for her
bringing this amendment, her diligent
efforts to bring this before us, and
again point out that, again by CBO’s

scoring, this will add no cost to the
Federal budget.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I thank
the gentleman very much.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I rise
in support of the gentlewoman’s
amendment to the H.R. 1271, the FAA
Research, Engineering, and Develop-
ment Authorization Act of 1997.

This amendment serves to highlight
Hispanic serving and minority institu-
tions’ participation in the undergradu-
ate FAA research grants program es-
tablished by the bill.

There is no doubt that an overwhelm-
ing need exists for more research dol-
lars to be awarded to these institu-
tions. In 1996 they received less than 1
percent of available funds. That is sim-
ply not satisfactory. I encourage all
my colleagues to today address and
rectify this problem and to support
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
If not, the question is on the commit-

tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GOSS)
having assumed the chair, Mr.
STEARNS, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the
bill, (H.R. 1271) to authorize the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration’s re-
search, engineering, and development
programs for fiscal years 1998 through
2000, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 125, he reported
the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOSS). Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5, rule I, further proceed-
ings on this question will be postponed.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
stands in recess until approximately 5
p.m.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 8 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 5 p.m.

f

b 1700

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. GILLMOR] at 5 p.m.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIV-
ILEGED REPORT ON EMERGENCY
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1997

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations may have until
midnight tonight, Tuesday, April 29,
1997 to file a privileged report on a bill
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for recovery from natural
disasters and for overseas peacekeeping
efforts for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate
has concluded on all motions to sus-
pend the rules.

Pursuant to clause 5, rule I, the Chair
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today in the order in which that
motion was entertained, and then on
passage of the bill, H.R. 1271, the FAA
Research, Engineering, and Develop-
ment Authorization Act of 1997.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 1342, by the yeas and nays;
H.R. 680, by the yeas and nays;
H.R. 363 by the yeas and nays;
H.R. 1271, by the yeas and nays.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

EXPIRING CONSERVATION
RESERVE PROGRAM CONTRACTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-

pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1342, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
SMITH] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1342, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were— yeas 325, nays 92,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 15, as
follows:

[Roll No. 92]

YEAS—325

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clayton
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell

Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly

Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luther
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter

Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan

Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Stump
Stupak
Sununu

Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—92

Archer
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bonior
Boucher
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clement
Conyers
Coyne
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Dixon
Dooley
Eshoo
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson

Gephardt
Gordon
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hinchey
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kucinich
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
Meehan
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Moakley
Moran (VA)

Nadler
Neal
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Rangel
Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Sanchez
Sanders
Schumer
Serrano
Sherman
Skeen
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Taylor (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weygand

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Ensign

NOT VOTING—15

Andrews
Berman
Capps
Engel
Gallegly

Green
Hefner
Herger
Hoekstra
Lantos

Matsui
McKinney
Mollohan
Schiff
Yates

b 1727

Messrs. DeLAY, TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, FORD, SCHUMER,
McDERMOTT, BARRETT of Wisconsin,
WAXMAN, WATT of North Carolina,
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. STRICKLAND, and Ms. RIVERS
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. JEFFERSON, HOYER,
SCARBOROUGH, and DAVIS of Florida
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 695

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 695.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I, the Chair announces that he will re-
duce to a minimum of 5 minutes the
period of time within which a vote by
electronic device may be taken on the
additional motions to suspend the rules
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings.

f

AUTHORIZING TRANSFER TO
STATES OF SURPLUS PERSONAL
PROPERTY FOR DONATION TO
NONPROFIT PROVIDERS OF NEC-
ESSARIES TO IMPOVERISHED
FAMILIES AND INDIVIDUALS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 680, as amended, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
HORN] that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 680, as amended,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were— yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 93]

YEAS—418

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt

Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth

Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt

DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)

Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker

Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry

Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento

Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller

Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—15

Andrews
Berman
Capps
Engel
Ensign

Green
Hefner
Herger
Hoekstra
Lantos

Matsui
McKinney
Mollohan
Schiff
Yates

b 1738

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
‘‘A bill to amend the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949
to authorize the transfer of surplus
personal property to States for dona-
tion to nonprofit providers of nec-
essaries to impoverished families and
individuals, and to authorize the trans-
fer of surplus real property to States,
political subdivisions and instrumen-
talities of States, and nonprofit organi-
zations for providing housing or hous-
ing assistance for low-income individ-
uals or families.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

EXTENDING THE ELECTRIC AND
MAGNETIC FIELDS RESEARCH
PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 363, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. DAN
SCHAEFER, that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 363, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 387, nays 35,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 94]

YEAS—387

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen

Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
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Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson

Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney

Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman

Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh

Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand

White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—35

Blunt
Cannon
Coble
Collins
Cox
Duncan
Ehlers
Ensign
Foley
Hefley
Hulshof
Johnson (WI)

Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kingston
Linder
Manzullo
Neumann
Norwood
Pappas
Paul
Rohrabacher
Royce
Salmon

Sanford
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Shadegg
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Stump
Talent
Tiahrt
Watts (OK)

NOT VOTING—11

Andrews
Engel
Green
Hefner

Herger
Hoekstra
Lantos
Matsui

Mollohan
Schiff
Yates

b 1747

Messrs. SCARBOROUGH, FOLEY,
DUNCAN, and JONES changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

FAA RESEARCH, ENGINEERING,
AND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The pending business is the
question of the passage of the bill, H.R.
1271, on which further proceedings were
postponed earlier today.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the passage of the bill,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 414, nays 7,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 95]

YEAS—414

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis

Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell

Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer

Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer

Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney

Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
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Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns

Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—7

Blunt
Hulshof
Neumann

Paul
Royce
Sanford

Schaffer, Bob

NOT VOTING—12

Andrews
Engel
Green
Hefner

Herger
Hoekstra
Lantos
Matsui

Mollohan
Schiff
Spratt
Yates

b 1758

Mr. ROYCE changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1031

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of the bill, H.R.
1031, the American Community Re-
newal Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERV-
ICES TO FILE SUPPLEMENTAL
REPORT ON H.R. 2, HOUSING OP-
PORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBIL-
ITY ACT OF 1997

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services may
file a supplemental report, Part II, to
the bill (H.R. 2) to repeal the United
States Housing Act of 1937, deregulate
the public housing program and the
program for rental housing assistance
for low-income families, and increase
community control over such pro-
grams, and for other purposes, Report
No. 105–76.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

f

b 1800

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 680.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.
f

PASS PRODUCT LIABILITY
REFORM

(Mrs. NORTHUP asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to include extraneous ma-
terial.)

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, a cou-
ple of weeks ago, a number of female
trial lawyers approached Members of
Congress to press the message that
product liability reform is bad for
women

As the House Committee on Com-
merce begins to hold hearings on prod-
uct liability reform tomorrow, I want
to enter into the RECORD information
and documents that show not only is
that message false, but it is being orga-
nized by the Association of Trial Law-
yers of America, a group that strongly
opposes even modest product liability
reform.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, there is no
group that is more harmed by the cur-
rent product liability laws than
women. This is true for two reasons.
First of all, in terms of health, the fear
of lawsuits has halted research and
kept products off the market that
would give many women better oppor-
tunities and remedies, things like con-
traceptives, breast reconstruction, and
other products that are badly needed
for women’s health.

Second, the majority of newly cre-
ated small businesses today, for the
first time, are women owned. There is
no group that is more impacted by
product liability than small business
owners. So this system is a threat to
women who are beginning small busi-
nesses.

Mr. Speaker, I hope for these reasons
that we will soon be able to consider
and pass product liability reform.

HOW PRODUCT LIABILITY REFORM HELPS
WOMEN

Federal product liability reform legisla-
tion includes modest reforms on key issues
of product liability. These reforms will help
to solve some of the problems inherent in
our current liability system. The reforms
apply across the board and do not impact
any one group—especially women. Women
will benefit in many ways from the enact-
ment of these fair and well-reasoned reforms.
FEDERAL PRODUCT LIABILITY REFORM WILL RE-

DUCE GENDER BIAS IN RESEARCH AND PROD-
UCT INNOVATION

Women in America have been deprived of a
drug (Bendectin) approved everywhere in the
world to prevent morning sickness because
of a liability system out of control.

Contraceptive research is often put on hold
due to liability concerns. The Committee for
Contraceptive Development, jointly staffed
and administered by the National Research
Council and the Institute of Medicine, notes
that only one major U.S. pharmaceutical
company still invests in contraceptive re-
search due to liability concerns. The Com-
mittee cited a hostile legal climate as the
reason contraceptive manufacturers are
abandoning this market.

Reports published in the New England
Journal of Medicine (July 22, 1993) concluded

that manufacturers’ liability concerns are
contributing to the exclusion of women from
clinical studies.

Phyllis Greenberger, Executive Director of
the Society for the Advancement of Women’s
Health Research, testified before the Senate
Commerce Committee in the 104th Congress
that ‘‘liability concerns are stifling research
and development of products for women.’’
PRODUCT LIABILITY REFORM WILL HELP WOMEN

IN BUSINESS

Women-owned businesses increased by al-
most 58 percent from 1982–1987 and currently
account for 30 percent of all U.S. firms. The
U.S. Small Business Administration predicts
that women will own 40 percent of all small
businesses by the year 2000.

Small businesswomen will run up against
the same insurance and liability pressures
that face all small businesses. Federal prod-
uct liability reform legislation will help ease
those barriers to commerce and competition.

In Senate Commerce Committee testi-
mony, Schutt Sporting Group CEO Julie
Nimmons—one of two remaining U.S. manu-
facturers of football helmets—stated: ‘‘our
employees hold their breath every time a
case goes to the jury, because a runaway
award could mean the end of our company.’’

In House testimony, Livernois Engineering
Co. President Norma Wallis stated that her
company and the entire U.S. machine tool
industry as a whole ‘‘is made less competi-
tive by the product liability system.’’
VICTIMS OF DES WILL BE HELPED, NOT HURT BY

FEDERAL PRODUCT LIABILITY REFORM

In over 20 years of litigation, punitive
damages have never been awarded in a DES
case. In fact, because DES manufacturers
have not been shown to have acted in con-
scious or flagrant disregard of public safety,
no judge has even put the question of puni-
tive damages before a jury in a DES case.
Consequently, the punitive damages reforms
will not have an adverse effect on DES plain-
tiffs.

On the other hand, DES victims who dis-
covered their injuries after expiration of
their state’s statute of limitation would
have court house doors opened to them.
Under the proposed federal legislation, a
woman would have up to two years to file a
lawsuit after she discovers or should have
discovered both the injury and its cause. Be-
cause many effects of pharmaceuticals used
by women may not be readily apparent, this
provision is especially important in preserv-
ing the rights of women to recovery for inju-
ries.

THE PROPOSED BILL DOES NOT DISCRIMINATE
AGAINST WOMEN

Federal product liability reform legisla-
tion follows a provision of California law on
the topic of joint liability. The provision was
voted into California law by over 60 percent
of those voting in 1986. It has been argued by
opponents that the provision is ‘‘anti-
women’’ because their economic damages
may be lower than men and, for that reason,
they depend on noneconomic or so-called
‘‘pain and suffering’’ damages. However,
there has been absolutely no showing in Cali-
fornia, a large and litigious state, that the
California approach discriminates against
any sex or any group. In fact, noted Califor-
nia trial attorney Suzelle Smith has testified
that the California law is fair and has
worked well for consumers. The California
Supreme Court has upheld the California law
on equal protection grounds under the Cali-
fornia and the United States Constitutions.
Nebraska enacted the same reform in 1991
after carefully studying various joint liabil-
ity reform alternatives.

Several states have enacted limits on puni-
tive damages and those laws have never been
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challenged by women’s groups because they
do not discriminate. The proportionality re-
quirement in the proposed federal legislation
is similarly gender-neutral.

Phyllis Greenberger, Executive Director of
the Society for the Advancement of Women’s
Health Research, testified before the Senate
Commerce Committee in the 104th Congress
that U.S. companies are shying away from
the contraceptive market because of the un-
predictable nature of litigation combined
with the enormous cost and limited avail-
ability of liability insurance.

f

INCREASE FUNDING FOR PELL
GRANTS

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to include extraneous
material.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to applaud the 12 national orga-
nizations who recently wrote this Con-
gress endorsing H.R. 744, a bill I intro-
duced in February to increase Federal
funding and eligibility for Pell grants.

The McGovern bill increases the
maximum Pell grant from its present
level of $2,700 to $5,000, which brings
the award to the level in which it was
created adjusted for inflation. My bill
permits more students from modest in-
come families to access higher edu-
cation and allows more middle-income
families with multiple children in col-
lege to qualify for financial aid.

b 1415

I would also like to commend over 40
of my House colleagues from both sides
of the aisle who have signed on as co-
sponsors of H.R. 744. As the drive to
pass this bill continues to gain momen-
tum, I am confident that many more of
my colleagues will join the effort to
make college more affordable for work-
ing families across this Nation. In to-
day’s competitive global economy, edu-
cation is the key to America’s success.
My bill will help lead the way toward a
stronger economy and a brighter future
for our children. Let us pass it today.

I include for the RECORD a letter
signed by more than 12 major national
organizations urging passage of the
McGovern-Pell-Grant bill.

APRIL 21, 1997.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: We write to express

our strong support for HR 744, The Afford-
able Higher Education Through Pell Grants
Act. By restoring much of the value of Pell
grants, HR 744’s passage and funding offers
this Congress its best opportunity to narrow
the college participation gap between low-in-
come students and students from affluent
families. This gap threatens not just the
well-being of the individual students who,
due to high cost, will be denied access to
higher education and the opportunities that
it offers; it also jeopardizes our collective fu-
ture as a democracy that promotes upward
mobility through education and effort.

The gap in college participation rates be-
tween the poor and the well-off is growing.
Between 1980 and 1993 the gap in the college-
going rate of students in the lowest income
quartile and of students in the three higher
income quartiles grew by 12 percent. Thus, 18
and 19 year olds from families with incomes
in the top income quartile are now three
times as likely to be enrolled in college as

those in the bottom quartile. Similar gaps
can be found in graduation rates. While near-
ly 48% of the young adults raised in families
in the highest socio-economic quartile ob-
tain BA’s, only 7% of those from families in
the lowest socio-economic quartile do.

A major cause of the growth in the gap is
the soaring cost of higher education coupled
with the deteriorating value of the primary
form of assistance to low-income students—
Pell grants.

Between 1980 and 1994 the cost of tuition,
room and board at public postsecondary in-
stitutions jumped by 44%. Over approxi-
mately the same period, Pell grants lost
about 50% of their purchasing power. In FY
1979 the maximum Pell grant covered 77.4%
of the average cost of a public university; by
FY 1997 the maximum Pell grant covered
only 33.2% of those costs.

The unchecked growth of the college par-
ticipation gap will lock hundreds of thou-
sands of students out of college and into lim-
ited lives at the margins of our society. And
it will cost our nation dearly. Individuals
with only a high school diploma earn only
half what college graduates earn, are three
times more likely to be unemployed, and are
five times more likely to live in poverty
than are college graduates. Unless narrowed,
the growing gap will make college access a
destructive wedge, further dividing income
groups, rather than the bridge to greater
prosperity and productivity that it has been
for so many Americans.

Passage of HR 744 alone is not enough to
close the college participation gap, but it
will certainly narrow it. Carefully con-
structed progressive tax policies in addition
to HR 744 could narrow the gap even more.
However, passage of HR 744 must be the first
priority of those who wish to increase access
to higher education and narrow the college
participation gap.

HR 744 is a modest, common sense step to-
ward closing the gap. We urge you to cospon-
sor this legislation and to work actively for
its passage.

Sincerely,
The American Jewish Committee, The

Center for Law and Education, The
Education Trust, The Mexican Amer-
ican Legal Defense and Education
Fund, The NAACP, The National Asso-
ciation of Social Workers, The Na-
tional Council of Educational Oppor-
tunity Associations (NCEOA), The Na-
tional Council of Jewish Women, The
National Council of La Raza, The Na-
tional Puerto Rican Coalition, Inc.,
The Rainbow/Push Coalition, The US
Student Association.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

MEDICARE TRUSTEES’ REPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, last week
four Cabinet-level members of the Clin-
ton administration and the rest of the
Medicare trustees released their an-
nual report on the future of the Medi-
care Program, something of great in-
terest to a great many Americans, and

unfortunately the forecast is very
bleak. The condition of the part A
trust fund has gone from serious to
critical, with only a few years left be-
fore flatlining altogether in this very
important entitlement program. It is
time for the White House to get its act
together.

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago, for the first
time in the history of the program, the
trust fund paid out more in expenses
than it received in revenues. That was
a pretty good indicator something was
wrong. Last year the program lost $25
million a day every day and $9 billion
over the course of the year, another in-
dicator something might be wrong.
This year that figure will climb to at
least $40 million a day lost and almost
$14.5 billion for the whole year. We are
on the fast track to bankruptcy, with
only a small window of opportunity to
avoid a serious disaster in Medicare
part A which so many Americans de-
pend on.

While this projection is undisputed,
the call to action from the White
House has not been forthcoming. Yes,
the President has moved toward us in
terms of raw numbers, but he has
avoided making the tough choices nec-
essary to truly reform and improve
Medicare. In fact, the President’s pre-
scription involves no heavy lifting at
all. It just ambushes the American tax-
payer down the road with higher taxes.
Where have we heard that before? By
switching the home health portion of
Medicare to Part B without a cor-
responding increase in the premium to
pay for it, this administration has sig-
naled that its intention is not to save
the program but, rather, to continue to
play politics with the numbers and
raise taxes.

But there is good news, and that is
why I am here. The good news is that
we can save Medicare as this Congress
has done recently. But it is not going
to happen with accounting gimmicks,
misguided customer providers, or ve-
toes from the White House. Instead we
should take a hard look at what is
driving the soaring costs and address
them head on.

We need medical malpractice reform
to assure that our precious resources
are not being wasted on defensive med-
icine. A Stanford study found that
States that have passed some kind of
tort reform, like my home State of
Florida, have seen incredible savings in
even the most complicated medical
areas. The study confirms what many
of us already knew, excessive litigation
serves the trial lawyers primarily, not
our senior citizens.

We can and must increase the num-
ber of options available in the Medi-
care Program. Every senior should
have choices to go beyond the fee for
service or an HMO, options that in-
clude things like provider-sponsored
networks and medical savings ac-
counts. Individual choice should be the
hallmark of any reform plan.

Of course, we should always keep our
eye on the fraud and abuse that still
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plagues our system, regrettably. In the
last Congress we instituted tougher
penalties for those who cheat the sys-
tem, and we should pursue identified
ways to do more of that. Representa-
tive QUINN’s legislation to establish an
inspector general for the program I
think is a fine first step. I hope that we
will continue to deter and punish those
who drain our Medicare resources by
cheating.

Mr. Speaker, the campaign is over.
The demagoguery, the distortions, the
cynical misdirections might have
served a political purpose in the last
Presidential campaign, but they did
not do anything to save the Medicare
trust fund. The effect dramatically of
it in this year’s report has been to ex-
acerbate the problem. As the trustees
note, and again there are Cabinet mem-
bers among them, ‘‘it is misleading to
think that any part of the program can
be exempt from change.’’ We have to
fix it.

It is time we heed the trustees’
warnings. It is time for structural re-
form that saves Medicare not merely
until the next election, but well into
the next century because a great many
Americans are counting on it.

Mr. Speaker, I served on the Kerrey
commission. We talked about the enti-
tlement, the well-being of the entitle-
ment programs in our country, and we
discovered that we were on
unsustainable trendlines, and this is
just the first of others that are going
to follow unless we have reform of our
entitlement programs.

I am proud that Congress did its job.
We passed the strength of the Medicare
Act bill in the last Congress. The Sen-
ate passed it. President Clinton vetoed
it. Since that veto we have lost almost
$20 billion in revenues in trust fund
part A. This adds up to real money, but
more important, it adds up to real anx-
iety for our senior citizens.

It is time we heard from the White
House on this program. The Cabinet
members have spoken, the committee
has spoken, Congress has spoken. Will
the President speak?
f

EXPRESSING PROFOUND GRATI-
TUDE OF THE PEOPLE OF NORTH
DAKOTA FOR OUTPOURING OF
SUPPORT FROM THE COUNTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Dakota [Mr.
POMEROY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, as
North Dakota’s sole Member of this
body, I rise on behalf of the people of
North Dakota to express the profound
gratitude that we feel toward the out-
pouring of support demonstrated in
this Chamber and across the country as
North Dakotans deal with the unprece-
dented disasters that have afflicted our
State, most particularly the city of
Grand Forks.

The city of Grand Forks, a city of
50,000, has established a benchmark in
terms of flooding disasters for a com-

munity of this size. Never before have
we seen a city of 50,000 so completely
inundated, so completely devastated by
a flooding river. The river in this case,
the Red River of the North, which
flows normally at 16 feet, maybe 15 feet
on a summer afternoon, flood stage: 28
feet; the flooding waters of 54 feet in
depth ultimately reached the dikes and
inundated this city. It was the flood of
record. They are now saying a flood of
1,000-year-event dimensions.

As if the resulting inundation city-
wide was not bad enough, fire broke
out in the downtown business district,
and as so many watched in the tele-
vision footage of the event, a fire de-
partment who normally has water as
its best ally in fighting flames was ren-
dered powerless by the fact that they
could not even get at the hydrants be-
cause they were literally under the
flooding Red River water that was
coursing through the streets of the
town.

Now as we deal with the aftermath of
this unprecedented disaster, we have
seen an outpouring of support from
across this country that has truly
touched us and gives us a great deal of
assistance and moral support as well as
financial support in moving forward to
pick up the pieces and rebuild this
community.

Examples that have occurred just in
my own experience include a 7-year-old
boy, who in his car noted that he was
2 years old when Hurricane Andrew
devastated their family’s home,
brought by a box of food supplies for
me to take to the people of Grand
Forks. The shoe shop located in the
base of the Longworth House Office
Building has devoted 10 percent of its
proceeds for 2 weeks on shoe repair to
assisting the people of Grand Forks.
Phil Jackson, famous coach of the Chi-
cago Bulls basketball team; I am proud
to say North Dakota native, graduate
of the University of North Dakota, and
he was a star for the Fighting Sioux
basketball team, has agreed to cut a
public service announcement which
will inform people across the country
of how they might help the people of
Grand Forks recover from this disas-
ter.

Now, Mr. Speaker, at a time when
the outpouring across the country has
been so significant, I also want to let
my colleagues know about the outpour-
ing that has occurred across both par-
ties within this Chamber at a time
when people, I think, are very cynical
in terms of whether we have a political
system that can quit its partisan bick-
ering long enough to respond to prob-
lems. We have seen exactly that occur
within the past week.

Five days after the dikes were
breached, the President of the United
States was there to encourage and
comfort the flood victims with prom-
ises of additional assistance. Six days
later the White House brings up to the
Hill a supplemental assistance pack-
age. Six days after the dikes breached,
Chairman BOB LIVINGSTON, the major-

ity chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, had additional assistance
inserted into the disaster supplemental
bill being considered by the appropria-
tions body. Not enough, not configured
exactly how we want, but, as he indi-
cated, more needs to be done, this is a
work in process, the first crack we had
in Congress to help the people of Grand
Forks. Thanks to the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] they were
assisted in action by his committee.

A day later, the Speaker devoted a
Friday evening that otherwise had
been scheduled for familytime to come
to North Dakota to see the devasta-
tion. I was very pleased to travel along
with Speaker GINGRICH, as well as the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr.
THUNE], the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. GUTKNECHT], and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD], to
visit with the people of Grand Forks
and East Grand Forks and see the ex-
tent of the devastation. I am extraor-
dinarily grateful to the Speaker and
know that his presence in our area
meant an awful lot to people as they
deal with the unpleasant dimension of
pumping out basements, assessing
whether homes can be saved, and try-
ing to pick up the pieces of their busi-
nesses.

On Monday, just 2 days later, major-
ity leader DICK ARMEY also came to
North Dakota, bringing with him a
number of our colleagues including the
gentleman from California [Mr.
ROGAN], the gentleman from California
[Mr. KIM], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAZIO], the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. SOUDER], the gentle-
woman from Kentucky [Mrs. NORTHUP],
and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. Sabo].
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Again, both political parties, heavy

representation from the majority lead-
ers of this body, as well as the majority
Members of this body, coming to our
area to extend their concern and see
how they could help.

The people of North Dakota will
never forget the conscientious extend-
ing of the hand of help and concern
that occurred this week, and I am very
proud to serve in this Chamber with
the Members of both political parties
that have shown how deeply they care
and how much they want to help.
f

RENAMING THE DUBLIN, GEORGIA
FEDERAL COURTHOUSE IN
HONOR OF FORMER U.S. REP-
RESENTATIVE ROY ROWLAND
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

ROGERS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. NORWOOD] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker and fel-
low Members of the House, we find our-
selves today in a period of great debate
as to what constitutes bipartisanship. I
believe now that true bipartisanship is
honorable compromise for the good of
the country.
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If we search for real-life models of

honorable compromise, we can find no
better example than the former Demo-
cratic Member from my home State of
Georgia that I have brought back to
the floor of the people’s House for this
occasion.

Congressman Roy Rowland of Dublin,
GA, began a lifetime of public service
long before coming to the House of
Representatives. Roy Rowland spent
his youth developing a keen sense of
duty and honor as an Eagle Scout.

Fresh out of high school, Roy entered
the U.S. Army to fight in World War II
as a sergeant in command of a ma-
chine-gun crew in the European thea-
ter. He was a member of United States
Forces that liberated German con-
centration camps, where he learned
firsthand the horrifying final results of
intolerance.

Roy left the Army at the end of the
war with a Bronze Star for service in
combat and returned to educational
pursuits. He graduated from the Medi-
cal College of Georgia in 1952 and con-
tinued what was to become a lifetime
of public service by providing health
care to the people of Dublin, GA, as a
family practice physician.

Roy not only provided health care to
Georgia families, he served them in the
State legislature from 1976 until 1982.
And in 1983, Roy’s dedication to serving
his country brought him to the U.S.
House of Representatives. In his fresh-
man year, Congressman Rowland intro-
duced and succeeded in passing legisla-
tion that stopped the illegal use of
quaaludes through fraudulent prescrip-
tion sales.

In the early 1980’s, the abuse of quaa-
ludes had reached epidemic propor-
tions, and the drug was fast on its way
to becoming the illegal drug of choice
on the streets. Today that problem is
history because of the work of Roy
Rowland. Congressman Rowland’s ef-
forts were not Republican or Demo-
cratic in nature. They addressed a
pressing concern for all Americans and
garnered true bipartisan support.

When debate over the AIDS crisis
was still locked in a state of misin-
formation and confusion and frag-
mentation, Roy Rowland stepped for-
ward in this House with his experience
as a medical professional to provide
the leadership this body needed to
move ahead.

Congressman Rowland introduced
and passed into law legislation that
created the National Commission on
AIDS, which provided America with
the plain scientific facts so necessary
to establish sound public health policy
to combat this killer disease.

When the battle over health care re-
form was at its peak in the 103d Con-
gress, Roy Rowland once again led the
way in finding solutions to America’s
problems that were outside the realm
of partisanship. He succeeded in draft-
ing health care reform legislation
through a group of five Republicans
and five Democrats that provided cov-
erage for 92 percent of the American
public.

The Rowland bill did not pass during
that time of heated debate and mul-
tiple proposals, but the blueprint that
Roy left us is one that should be care-
fully examined when we face conten-
tious issues in the future.

In his 12 years of service here in the
House, Roy set a standard for standing
firm on conviction without resorting to
partisan attacks. He fought like a tiger
on the floor but never had an enemy on
either side of the aisle. In his reelec-
tion campaigns, he was frequently per-
sonally attacked but never, never re-
sponded in kind.

Today I am introducing legislation
that will honor and preserve the legacy
of service that Doctor and Congress-
man Roy Rowland has left for us to fol-
low. This bill would redesignate the
Dublin Federal Courthouse in Dublin,
GA, as the J. Roy Rowland Federal
Courthouse in order that the example
Roy Rowland set through a lifetime of
service should not be forgotten.

In the spirit of true bipartisanship
that our former colleague exemplified,
I ask for support for this legislation.
f

WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN
PROGRAM SHOULD NOT BE CUT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
as I have been moving around in the
last few days and I have looked to see
that the Sun was shining, I was under
the impression that we were embarking
upon a new season, the beginning of
spring, and that we would see fresh
ideas, that we would see coming to life
new feelings of inclusiveness. But then
I had a rude awakening.

I was awakened when the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations voted to cut
the WIC Program, a program that is
designed to benefit women, infants, and
children; a program that is designed to
provide nutrition, nutritional aid, to
women, infants, and children; individ-
uals who in many instances are dis-
advantaged, in many instances do not
have the basic resources to meet the
food requirements to grow up healthy,
to have a healthy body, to have a
healthy mind.

Oftentimes they do not have the re-
sources that will put them on an even
playing field with all the other mem-
bers of our society, and it is hard for
me to imagine how one could cut or
how a group could cut something as
important, something as basic, some-
thing that is so greatly needed as a
program to provide food for individuals
in need.

I would hope that as spring continues
to emerge, that there might be a re-
birth of ideas and there might be an-
other way of looking at things; there
might be another way of looking at the
priorities of our Nation, the priorities
that would say every person, no matter
who he or she might be, would have an
opportunity to grow up, to live in a

country, to live in a society, the most
technologically proficient Nation of
the world, the wealthiest Nation of the
world, which should be able to make
sure that its neediest citizens are pro-
vided basic food.

So I would urge that as we move
ahead, that the Members of this body
would look differently at this issue
than we saw the Committee on Appro-
priations look, and that the Members
of this body would recognize that un-
less all of us can be healthy, it really
reduces the health of each one of us;
that unless all of us who need food can
be fed, it reduces the feeling of each
one of us; and that unless America,
this Nation, can demonstrate that it
understands how to look after the
needs of its old, the needs of its young,
and the needs of those who oftentimes
cannot care for themselves, then we
would never experience the potential
greatness that this Nation has, we will
never become the America that we can
be.

f

UTAH LAND GRAB

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today in
the Subcommittee on National Parks
we heard testimony which should be
disturbing to all Americans. In fact, we
heard Senator ORRIN HATCH testify
that in 20 years in the Senate, he had
never seen such an arrogant abuse of
power.

He was referring to the sneak attack
by the Federal Government just before
the last election to lock up 1.7 million
acres in the State of Utah to produce
what is called a national monument.
This monument would be in the
Escalante-Grand Staircase section of
southern Utah. However, there are sev-
eral reasons why this particular land
grab has been questioned like no other
in U.S. history.

First, it was done with no public dis-
cussion or hearings of any type, no
vote by the Congress, the Utah State
legislature, or the people of Utah. In
fact, the Governor of Utah testified at
our hearing that the first notice any
Utah public official had was when they
read about it 9 days beforehand in the
Washington Post.

This raises the second serious ques-
tion, the secrecy, the coverup. Not only
were high ranking officials not noti-
fied, but Senator BENNETT testified
that he now has administration docu-
ments which say that it cannot be em-
phasized enough that public disclosure
would have stopped the designation be-
cause such an outcry would have been
created. It almost makes you wonder if
we have people running our Govern-
ment today who want to run things in
the secret, shadowy way of the former
Soviet Union or other dictatorships.

Third, this 1.7 million acres contains
the largest deposit of clean, low-sulfur
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coal in the world. Senator HATCH testi-
fied the coal alone is worth over $1 tril-
lion. Who has the second largest de-
posit? The Lippo Group from Indonesia,
who just happened to make some large
campaign contributions to the Demo-
crats about the time this land was
locked up.

In one small rural county in Utah,
this means the loss of 900 jobs. Not
only does it mean jobs lost, but it
means higher prices for every individ-
ual and company which uses coal in
this country. Environmental extrem-
ists, who almost always come from
wealthy or upper-income backgrounds,
are really destroying jobs and driving
up prices all over this country. Rich
environmentalists who have enough
money to be insulated from the harm
they do are really hurting the poor and
working people of this country.

Unfortunately, many in the environ-
mental movement have become the
new radicals, the new socialists of this
day. They are advocating an unprece-
dented expansion of Federal power and,
in many cases, are achieving it to the
great detriment of all but a few elitists
at the top.

This national monument in Utah is
just another of many examples. The
size of this power play is enormous; 1.7
million acres is three times the size of
the Great Smoky Mountains National
Park, the most heavily visited national
park in this country.

Why should people in other parts of
the country be concerned about this?
Well, it will have a tremendous ripple
effect in our overall economy. Why
should people all over this country be
concerned? Well, because of the se-
crecy, the political wheeling and deal-
ing, the arrogance, the extremism of
this whole thing. But, perhaps even
more importantly, if they do this in
one place, they will do it in another. If
they get away with this in Utah, they
will do it in your State too. If people
do not speak out, it will happen again
and again and again.

Already the Federal Government
owns about 30 percent of the land in
this Nation. State and local govern-
ments and quasi-governmental agen-
cies own another 20 percent. So many
restrictions are being placed on Fed-
eral land, and now even on private
land, that this is now becoming a very
serious problem.

Parents and grandparents wonder
why their college-graduate children
and grandchildren cannot find good
jobs. We are ending up with the best
educated waiters and waitresses in the
world. One big reason is that some of
these extremists do not want us to dig
for any coal, drill for any oil, or cut
any trees.

If we do not get a little moderation
and balance back into our environ-
mental policies, we will absolutely de-
stroy our standard of living. Unfortu-
nately, we cannot turn our entire Na-
tion into a giant tourist attraction.
Tourism is an industry filled with min-
imum wage jobs. Do we really want a

nation made up of rich environmental-
ists, well-paid government bureaucrats,
and almost everybody else working for
minimum wage or very-low-paying
jobs?
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This Utah land grab is based on a 91-
year-old law called the Antiquities Act.
Supporters say apple pie and mother-
hood, things like this law have stood
the test of time, and that it was used
to protect and set aside the Grand Can-
yon and other great national treasures.
Well, we have an entirely different sit-
uation today than we had 90 years ago
or even 20 or 30 years ago.

The amount of land owned or con-
trolled by Government has exploded in
recent years. We have almost 10 times
as much land in wilderness areas as
just a little over 20 years ago. If this is
still to be a free country a few years
from now, if we are going to preserve
this Nation as a Democratic republic
where the people have control and
where major government actions are
not done in secret, then the Utah land
deal should be reversed.
f

DEADLINE LOOMS FOR GOP LEAD-
ERS TO ACT ON CHILDREN’S
HEALTH CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues probably know, over 10 mil-
lion American children are without
health insurance, and Democrats have
been aware of this growing problem for
some time. Unfortunately, the Repub-
lican leadership has been full of inac-
tion. Since the beginning of the 105th
Republican-controlled Congress, an ad-
ditional 372,900 children have lost pri-
vate health coverage, according to the
Children’s Defense Fund. Essentially
this has been due to inaction by the
Republican leadership.

But at the same time, Republicans in
the House Committee on Appropria-
tions voted down an amendment last
week that fully met the President’s
funding request for women, infant, and
children, the WIC Program. This nutri-
tion program has been cited as one of
the most successful Federal programs,
and I have to say that I have witnessed
this firsthand. I have been in some of
the places where people have signed up
for the WIC Program. It has been re-
sponsible for reducing low birth
weight, infant mortality and anemia,
while improving the diets of mothers
and children.

The WIC Program has a proven track
record in providing preventive health
care benefits. According to the General
Accounting Office, each dollar invested
in the prenatal component of WIC
averts $3.50 of Medicaid and other
spending.

Instead, the Republicans have voted
to cut 180,000 participants of this pro-
gram by this September. Some States

like California, for example, are al-
ready directing health clinics to deny
WIC benefits to children.

Mr. Speaker, I consider these cuts in
the WIC Program to be unacceptable.
Democrats support the President’s
funding request for WIC because we un-
derstand the value of early interven-
tion and prevention in health care. It
would appear that the Republican lead-
ership does not.

The WIC Program that the Demo-
crats are concerned about is just basi-
cally another example of how we can
address, through preventive measures,
children’s health care. When we talk
about the problem of children’s health
care and the number of uninsured
growing, at least if we were involved in
trying to support and back up the WIC
Program, we would be able to say that
we were doing something and continu-
ing to do at least a decent job with pre-
ventive care for children.

It is relatively inexpensive, and I
have said this many times on the
House floor, to provide health care for
children, and there are many ap-
proaches to achieving this. Many legis-
lative proposals are circulating that re-
duce the number of uninsured children
and assist families in providing for
their children’s health care needs.

I have introduced legislation that
mirrors the Hatch-Kennedy proposal by
providing block grants to the States to
help families afford coverage for their
children. Under this proposal, States
would have the flexibility to admin-
ister the program and use innovative
methods unique to their particular
State. The only requirement is that
children’s health care plans must be
comparable to Medicaid, meaning the
inclusion of important and cost-saving
preventive benefits.

I have to say that the Kennedy-Hatch
proposal is only one option that is
being offered by Democrats or others
on a bipartisan basis. There are many
others to choose from, singularly or in
combination. But instead of talking
about these proposals, the Republican
leadership barely acknowledges the
problem of uninsured children and ap-
pears to be stonewalling against it.

I think a good start for the Repub-
lican leadership would be to support
full funding for WIC when it comes to
the House floor for a vote. Their next
move should be to move children’s
health care legislation through the
committee process by Mother’s Day, as
Democrats have urged.

Congress should be expanding health
care options for children, not making
matters worse by cutting children’s nu-
trition programs. I just hope, and I
urge that my Republican colleagues
will join with us to make sure that the
WIC Program is adequately funded. At
least that would be a beginning to deal-
ing with the issue of preventive care
for children, and then we can at least
show that there is support, I believe,
on a bipartisan basis ultimately for
passing a piece of legislation that will
cover all, if not most, of the 10 million
children that are now uninsured.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

ROGERS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

[Ms. DELAURO. addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
METCALF] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. ROEMER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

PROGRESS REPORT ON WOMEN’S
HEALTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I am
really very pleased to sponsor tonight’s
special order on women’s health with
my colleagues NANCY JOHNSON, LOUISE
SLAUGHTER, and ELEANOR HOLMES NOR-
TON, and so many of our colleagues who
are here this evening.

The Congressional Caucus for Wom-
en’s Issues has spent a number of years
attempting to address the neglected
women’s health research at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. The caucus
asked the General Accounting Office in
1989 to investigate the NIH policy re-
garding the inclusion of women in clin-
ical studies.

Women had been routinely excluded
from many studies, such as the Physi-
cians’ Health Study which studied the
effects of aspirin on heart disease of
22,000 male physicians. Another study,
the Multiple Risk Factor Inventory
Trial, a 15-year project studying the
risk factors for cardiovascular disease,
included 13,000 men and no women.

In 1990, the GAO reported that the
NIH had made quote, little progress in
implementing a 4-year-old policy to en-
courage the inclusion of women in re-
search study populations. The caucus
in 1990 introduced omnibus legislation,
the Women’s Health Equity Act, which
included the establishment of an Office
of Research on Women’s Health and the

requirement that women and minori-
ties be included wherever appropriate
in research studies funded by NIH.

Well, in the fall of 1990, at a meeting
with many caucus members, NIH an-
nounced the formation of the Office of
Research on Women’s Health, to ensure
that greater resources were devoted to
diseases primarily affecting women and
to ensure that women were included in
clinical trials. Since 1990, great
progress has been made in funding for
women’s health concerns, particularly
breast, ovarian, and cervical cancer,
osteoporosis, and the women’s health
initiative.

While I focus my remarks tonight on
HIV AIDS, osteoporosis, and domestic
violence, there are so many issues crit-
ical to women’s health that will not be
mentioned tonight but are still high
priorities for all of us.

Since 1990 I have been the sponsor of
legislation to address women and AIDS
issues. Women are the fastest growing
group of people with HIV, and AIDS is
the third leading cause of death in
women ages 25 to 44. While the overall
number of AIDS deaths declined last
year, the death rate for women actu-
ally increased by 3 percent, resulting in
a record 20 percent of reported AIDS
cases in adults.

Low-income women and women of
color are being hit the hardest by this
epidemic. African-American and
Latino women represent 75 percent of
all U.S. women diagnosed with AIDS.

NIH is currently working to develop
a microbicide. This is a chemical meth-
od of protection against HIV and STD
infection, which is sexually transmit-
ted disease infection, with an emphasis
on methods that women can afford,
control without the cooperation and
knowledge of their male partners, and
use without excessive difficulty.

We must acknowledge the issues of
low self-esteem, economic dependency,
fear of domestic violence, and other
factors which are barriers to empower-
ing women to negotiate safer sex prac-
tices. Research on a safe and effective
microbicide must be a priority for our
research and prevention agendas, and
we must also work to answer the full
range of questions important to under-
standing HIV in women, including ade-
quate funding for the women’s inter-
agency HIV study, the natural history
study of HIV in women.

In order to address these priorities
for women, I will be introducing my
women and AIDS research bill next
week, and I hope my colleagues here
tonight will join me as original cospon-
sors.

The gentlewoman from California
[Ms. PELOSI] and I have also introduced
H.R. 1219, a comprehensive HIV preven-
tion bill which includes the provisions
of my bill from the last Congress to ad-
dress the need for more targeted pre-
vention programs for women. Our bill
authorizes funding for family planning
providers, community health centers,
substance abuse treatment programs,
and other providers who already serve

low-income women to provide commu-
nity-based HIV programs. Our bill also
creates a new program to address con-
cerns about HIV for rape victims.

In my work focusing on the needs of
women in the HIV epidemic, the effec-
tiveness of community-based preven-
tion programs has been demonstrated
time and time again. Providers with a
history of service to women’s commu-
nities understand that prevention ef-
forts must acknowledge and respond to
the issues of low self-esteem, economic
dependency, fear of domestic violence,
and other factors which are barriers to
empowering women. I urge my col-
leagues to cosponsor this legislation.

Now on to osteoporosis. Mr. Speaker,
it is a major public health threat for 28
million Americans who either have or
are at risk for the disease. One out of
every 2 women and 1 in 8 men over age
50 will have an osteoporosis-related
fracture.

A woman’s risk of hip fracture is
equal to her combined risk of breast,
uterine, and ovarian cancer. Often a
hip fracture marks the end of independ-
ent living. Many enter nursing homes
and a large percentage die within 1
year following the fracture. The costs
incurred due to the 1.5 million annual
fractures are staggering at $13.8 billion,
or $38 million a day. Osteoporotic frac-
tures cost the Medicare Program 3 per-
cent of its overall cost.

I have reintroduced H.R. 1002 along
with the gentlewoman from Connecti-
cut, [Mrs. JOHNSON], the gentlewoman
from New York, [Mrs. LOWEY] and the
gentlewoman from Texas, [Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON], to standardize Med-
icare coverage for bone mass measure-
ment tests for the diagnosis of
osteoporosis. Without bone density
tests, up to 40 percent of women with
low bone mass could be missed at a
time when we now have drugs that
promise to reduce fractures by 50 per-
cent.

At this time, Medicare leaves the de-
cision to cover bone density tests to
local Medicare insurance carriers, and
the definition of who is qualified to re-
ceive a bone mass measurement varies
from carrier to carrier. H.R. 1002 would
standardize Medicare coverage in order
to avoid some of the 1.5 million frac-
tures caused annually by osteoporosis.
Since these tests are already covered
by every carrier, the cost to the Medi-
care Program will not be substantial.
As a matter of fact, with Congress-
woman JOHNSON, we just met with rep-
resentatives of the Congressional Budg-
et Office to talk about that.

With regard to domestic violence, we
have made great progress, yes, in train-
ing law enforcement personnel about
domestic violence and funding battered
women’s shelters and starting up the
national domestic violence hotline. I
want to say that our speaker this
evening has been certainly very cooper-
ative and generous in the funding of
the Violence Against Women Act.

But one area where we have room for
improvement is in the training of our
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health care professionals, doctors, den-
tists, nurses, and emergency personnel
who are also in the frontlines in the
fight against domestic violence. Many
health professionals are unaware or un-
sure about the symptoms, treatment,
and the means of preventing domestic
violence, and many unknowingly send
victims home with abusive husbands
and boyfriends.

That is why I have introduced the
Domestic Violence Identification and
Referral Act, which is H.R. 884, which
will amend the Public Health Service
Act to give a preference in awarding
Federal grants to those schools, medi-
cal, dental, nursing, and allied profes-
sionals that provide significant train-
ing in identifying, treating, and refer-
ring victims of domestic violence.

The gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] and I have introduced the
Victims of Abuse Insurance Protection
Act, H.R. 1117, that would outlaw dis-
crimination in all forms of insurance:
Health, life, homeowners, auto, and li-
ability. Although the Kennedy–Kasse-
baum health care reform bill included
language prohibiting insurers from de-
nying coverage to victims of domestic
violence, companies can still charge
domestic violence victims prohibi-
tively higher rates; in effect, ban them
from affordable health insurance cov-
erage.
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H.R. 1117 would also protect the con-

fidentiality of victims records. I urge
my colleagues to join us in cosponsor-
ing these bills.

There is more we could say, but I
have many of my distinguished col-
leagues, and I appreciate their being
here, who do also want to speak.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].
f

MORE ON WOMEN’S HEALTH
The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.

ROGERS]. Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON] is recognized for the balance
of the time as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER], my
colleague in this special order.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, there are a wide range
of both triumphs and shortcomings in
women’s health that could be discussed
this evening. On the one hand, a wom-
an’s life expectancy has increased from
48 years in 1900 to 79 years today. But
on the other hand, many devastating
women’s health disorders still remain a
mystery and research is desperately
needed to find effective diagnostics,
treatments, cures and preventive medi-
cine.

Women are now regularly included in
clinical studies after having been ex-

cluded for decades. There is now an Of-
fice of Women’s Health at the Public
Health Service with corresponding of-
fices at other agencies like NIH, the
CDC, FDA, and the Health Resources
and Services Administration and the
Agency for Health Care Policy and Re-
search.

Breast cancer survival rates are up
for women for the first time ever. And
genes have been identified that are
linked to early onset breast and cer-
vical cancers as well as a number of
other disorders that affect women like
Alzheimer’s disease. Estrogen replace-
ment therapy has provided relief for
millions of women from the harsher
symptoms of menopause as well as
osteoporosis and other age-related dis-
orders.

The NIH is conducting major wom-
en’s health initiative designed to study
and to track women health in a large
population over decades. This research
will yield invaluable information about
the normal aging process and its pit-
falls for women. All of those things
have happened since 1990, as my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Mary-
land [Mrs. MORELLA] pointed out, when
we first set up the Office of Women’s
Health.

But there are some shortcomings
still in the health of women in the
country. They suffer from a variety of
gender-specific disorders that we do
not really understand yet and which, in
many cases, are receiving insufficient
attention from the medical and re-
search establishments.

Each year breast cancer strikes
182,000 American women and kills
44,000. We still do not know why breast
cancer occurs, how to cure it or how to
prevent it. We do not even know
whether is for different ages and groups
of cancer types and the mammography
machine which we have had for the
past number of years is all we still
have. We need to do more.

About 12,000 babies are born each
year with fetal alcohol syndrome, a
disorder that is completely preventable
if women just abstain from alcohol dur-
ing pregnancy, and yet we have just
learned that the rate of pregnant
women drinking alcohol is on the in-
crease, showing a great need for edu-
cation. About 4,000 pregnancies are af-
fected by disorders like spina bifida or
hydrocephalus, which are almost to-
tally preventable if the woman con-
sumes adequate levels of folic acid.
Again, another need for education.

One-quarter million women die each
ear of heart attacks and strokes. Many
of them could have reduced their risk
by making dietary changes, quitting
smoking, getting more exercise and, I
might add, getting the kind of medical
care that they need. Some of the bills
that the gentlewoman from Maryland
[Mrs. MORELLA] mentioned are very
important, and I am sure all of us will
sponsor and work for them very hard,
because there are a number of things
that we need to do to move along the
issue of women’s health.

One bill that I have introduced is the
genetic information nondiscrimination
bill, because I want to make sure that
as the human genome mapping contin-
ues that no one man, woman or child in
America is discriminated against when
it comes to health insurance. Our bill
just says that the insurance company
cannot cancel, deny, refuse to renew or
change the terms or the premiums or
the condition of health insurance cov-
erage based on genetic information.

And most importantly, it says that
your genetic information belongs to
you. And without your specific written
concept, no one may use it.

H.R. 306, the bill number, has 96 co-
sponsors and has been endorsed by over
60 respected health organizations, in-
cluded the American Cancer Society,
the American Heart Association, the
National Breast Cancer Coalition, and
the Jewish Women’s Community.

Congress should not be forcing
women into making the Hobson’s
choice between learning valuable ge-
netic information that they must have
and their risk of losing their insurance
or remaining ignorant and keeping the
coverage.

We will also be introducing informa-
tion on education efforts for DES or
diethylstilbestrol, which was given to
pregnant women during the 1970’s so
that they could have a healthy, bounc-
ing baby. DES was given to pregnant
women in the United States long after
the Department of Agriculture had de-
nied its use for cattle because they
knew that it caused reproductive dam-
age. Yet women in the country contin-
ued to be damaged.

We are seeing that their children and
again into a second generation now
have often been damaged by DES, and
we need to have more of an understand-
ing about DES and similar synthetic
estrogens because amazing impacts and
discoveries are being made on the ef-
fects of estrogen on women’s health. It
also authorizes a national education ef-
fort to identify DES-exposed women
and their children and their grand-
children and educate them about the
continuing health needs and the risks.

I have also introduced an Eating Dis-
orders Prevention and Education Act,
which I think is terribly important. We
are very concerned about young women
who are very unlikely to have a good
diet because of their concern about
their weight. Girls as young as 8 are di-
eting. This is a national disgrace that
interferes with their normal develop-
ment and their continued health. We
have to make sure that young women
understand that milk and dairy prod-
ucts will not make them fat but will
indeed help to give them the calcium
to lay down a good bone mass.

In conclusion, women’s health should
not be taking a back seat anymore. We
compose over half the Nation’s popu-
lation and a large number of us are
workers and taxpayers. And we want
some of our taxpayer dollars to be used
in the health of women in the country.
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We want to make sure that we con-
tinue to be part of the clinical trials.
We do not want to be left out anymore.

As the great statesman Benjamin
Disraeli said, The health of the people
is really the foundation upon which all
their happiness and all their powers as
a state depend.

We should remember those words.
I would also like to quote Hippoc-

rates, who once wrote, ‘‘Healing is a
matter of time, but it is sometimes
also a matter of opportunity.’’

Today we have more opportunities
than ever to heal the diseases and the
disorders that affect human beings. We
must grasp these opportunities and
act.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN].

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would first like to recognize and ac-
knowledge the wonderful support that
all of the women Members of Congress
have received from the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] and
the Delegate from the District of Co-
lumbia [Ms. NORTON]. They have done a
spectacular job of leading the charge
on behalf of women in the United
States, and we congratulate them for
their leadership not only on women’s
health care that we are discussing to-
night but on a myriad of issues as well.

I would like to briefly address the
problem of women’s health care as it
relates in my community to Hispanic
women. Hispanic women are of particu-
lar importance to the health care sys-
tem not only as recipients of care
themselves but as the member of the
family most likely to deal with health
care providers on behalf of children and
the elderly. The health care system
must learn how to deliver medical care
to women that are in tune with their
cultural realities.

It must be pointed out that Hispanic
women are part of one of the fastest
growing populations in the United
States and, as such, deserve special at-
tention by those who deliver health
care. There are already 27 million peo-
ple of Hispanic origin in our country,
and in my area of south Florida there
are nearly 1 million Hispanics. A doc-
tor who is unaware of the cultural
framework of her patient will find her
job that much harder. A doctor is un-
aware of how cancer is viewed by some
Hispanic women, for example, and may
have trouble arriving at the correct di-
agnosis and then have to deal with the
complications that follow delayed de-
tection.

The Hispanic female population is
not monolithic. The differences run the
gamut from different countries of ori-
gin to different regions of those coun-
tries, from different educational levels
to various lengths of time in this coun-
try. It is important that we address the
health care needs and the concerns of
Hispanic women and to develop plans
that will work in harmony with our
cultural traditions.

Hispanic women, for example, are
less likely to enjoy the full benefits of

our Nation’s health care system. Part
of this stems from the fact that 22 per-
cent of Hispanic women are uninsured
as compared to 13 percent of non-His-
panic women. As a result of under-
insurance and for various cultural rea-
sons, many Hispanic women are un-
likely to receive preventative health
care. For example, 39 percent of His-
panic women did not have a pap smear
last year as opposed to 27 percent of
the general female population who also
did not have a pap smear. And 46 per-
cent of Hispanic women did not under-
go a pelvic exam last year as compared
to 30 percent of the general female pop-
ulation who did not have such an exam.

Mr. Speaker, to eliminate this dis-
parity in preventative care, we need to
develop a comprehensive strategy to
educate both the medical profession as
well as the underserved Hispanic
women to deal with medical and cul-
tural realities. I urge the medical pro-
fession, our government and the entire
spectrum of health care providers to
focus on this rapidly growing popu-
lation and find new ways to reach out
and provide preventative care. I con-
gratulate once again the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] and
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia [Ms. NORTON] for leading the
charge on behalf of all women every-
where.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to be here today as a member of
the Congressional Women’s Caucus to
talk about women’s health. As we in
Congress look for ways to improve the
health of our children and the long-
term well-being of our Nation, women’s
health is the place to start.

Last week President Clinton held a
conference on early childhood develop-
ment. We saw new scientific research
from that conference that showed us
that a child’s future brain development
depends greatly on his or her first
years of life. We know that nurtured
and healthy babies become children
who are educated and adults who are
productive.

But, Mr. Speaker, we must take it
one step further. If we are going to
have healthy children, we must have
healthy mothers. A healthy mom is
one who has access to proper nutrition
and prenatal care. The WIC program,
the special supplemental nutrition pro-
gram for women, infants, and children,
has provided critical nutritional assist-
ance to needy pregnant women and,
later, their children for the last 23
years. And now it is time for us to
renew our commitment to this impor-
tant program.

Mr. Speaker, WIC works. Pregnant
women on Medicaid who participate in
WIC have improved dietary intake and
weight gain. They are more likely to
receive prenatal care. Mothers on WIC
have children with better learning
abilities and higher rates of immuniza-
tion. And WIC reduces both the number

of low birth weight babies and the in-
fant mortality rate.

Mr. Speaker, WIC works. It works be-
cause it is cost-effective. By providing
nutritional assistance to pregnant
women and their babies, we can pre-
vent more serious and costly health
problems associated with premature
and low birth weight babies.

Studies have found that for each dol-
lar spent on pregnant women in the
WIC program, we save up to $3.50 in
Medicaid, SSI, and other program ex-
penditures.

But like so many other programs
that help women and children, WIC is
in danger. Congress underfunded WIC
last year, so this year hundreds of
thousands of poor women and children
risk being thrown out of the program.

Just last week, Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Appropriations denied
the administration’s request for $78
million in supplemental appropria-
tions. Instead, the committee appro-
priated only half of this amount, leav-
ing 180,000 poor women and children at
risk of losing nutritional assistance.

Mr. Speaker, it is simply outrageous
that the budget axe is poised above
pregnant women, mothers and infants.
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Next week the House will vote on the
supplemental appropriations bill. We
must restore this cruel cut. And as we
shape next year’s budget, let us not
forget the success of the WIC Program.
It is time to expand WIC to include all
eligible women and children; all of
those who are not now covered in the
program.

Above all, Mr. Speaker, we must
renew our commitment to the WIC
Program and to the women, infants,
and children that it serves. If we want
a healthy America, we must have
healthy mothers and then we will have
healthy, productive children. Now is
the time to act. Later may be too late.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague
from Connecticut for having this event
tonight.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman.

It is a great pleasure to have so many
women here on the floor of the House
to participate in this special order on
women’s health, and I want to recog-
nize now my colleague from New York,
SUE KELLY.

Mrs. KELLY. First, Mr. Speaker, I
want to recognize the gentlewoman
from Connecticut, NANCY JOHNSON, and
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia, ELEANOR NORTON, for creat-
ing a true bipartisan group concerned
and focused on women’s health.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take a few
moments to discuss the Women’s
Health and Cancer Rights Act, H.R. 616.
This legislation, which I introduced in
February, along with my colleagues,
the gentlewoman from New York, Ms.
MOLINARI, and the gentleman from New
Jersey, FRANK LOBIONDO, is a com-
prehensive measure that focuses on
women and breast cancer; those who
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fear it, those who live with it, and in
memory of those who have died as a re-
sult of it.

As we all have heard, through new
reports or personal experience, some
women who must undergo
mastectomies, lumpectomies or lymph
node dissections for the treatment of
breast cancer are rushed through their
recovery from these procedures on an
outpatient basis at the insistence of
their health plan or insurance company
in order to cut costs. Other insurance
companies cut costs by denying cov-
erage for reconstructive surgery be-
cause they have deemed such proce-
dures as cosmetic. Ironically, they do
not deny reconstructive surgery for an
ear lost to cancer.

The Women’s Health and Cancer
Rights Act guarantees coverage for in-
patient hospital care following a mas-
tectomy, lumpectomy or lymph node
dissection based on a doctor’s judg-
ment, and requires coverage for breast
reconstructive procedures, including
symmetrical reconstruction.

In addition, this bill requires cov-
erage of second opinions when any can-
cer tests come back either negative or
positive, giving patients the benefit of
a second opinion. This important provi-
sion will not only help ensure that
false negatives are detected but also
give men and women greater peace of
mind.

Several key organizations have en-
dorsed this legislation, organizations
that agree we have a responsibility to
protect the doctor-patient relationship,
ensuring that the medical needs of pa-
tients are fully addressed. In fact, I
would like to thank the American Can-
cer Society, the American Medical As-
sociation, the National Breast Cancer
Coalition, the Center for Patient Advo-
cacy, the Susan G. Komen Foundation,
and many, many others for their sup-
port of this bill.

Some critics claim this measure is
nothing more than a mandate leading
to government-controlled health care.
Usually those critics believe that all
health care should be individually
based and should utilize medical sav-
ings accounts and other initiatives
that maximize individual control over
cost. I agree with these ideas, but they
are not in place.

There is also a misconception that
this legislation requires 48 hours of in-
patient care. It does not. The length of
stay under this bill is simply deter-
mined by the physician and the pa-
tient, as it should be.

Developing a system of health care
which maximizes an individual’s con-
trol over the health care available is
the goal that I in particular strongly
support, and so do these organizations.
Such a system uses free market prin-
ciples to ensure that the health care we
receive is of the highest quality.

However, I realize that while this is a
goal we strive for, we are not there yet.
Most Americans do not have access to
multiple health care plans from which
to choose. Until they have this choice,

it is going to be necessary for Congress
to enact targeted reforms, such as the
Women’s Health and Cancer Rights
Act, reforms that safeguard quality
care while at the same time avoiding
overly broad regulations and mandates.

I am for market-based health care,
but I am not willing to stand by idly
while approximately 44,000 women die
of breast cancer every year. They will
this year, they did last year. This is a
figure which is comparable to the num-
ber of men and women who died in all
of the Vietnam war.

Mr. Speaker, the Women’s Health
and Cancer Rights Act aims to give
women with breast cancer a fighting
chance and the dignity to endure the
fight.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman
from Florida, my colleague, Congress-
woman MEEK.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my cochair, the gentlewoman
from Connecticut, NANCY JOHNSON. It
is also my privilege, Mr. Speaker, to
thank the Women’s Caucus for having
us here today to discuss important fac-
ets of women’s health.

In our focus today on issues of con-
cern in women’s health, I want to shine
the spotlight on a very silent national
killer of women, lupus, L-U-P-U-S. A
lot of people have never heard of that
term, but it is a silent killer of women.

Lupus is a serious, complex inflam-
matory autoimmune disease. It affects
women nine times more often than
men. Between 1.4 to 2 million Ameri-
cans have been diagnosed with this ter-
rible disease called lupus. Many more
cases go undiagnosed, since the symp-
toms of this disease come and go.
Lupus also mimics many other ill-
nesses.

Although lupus may occur at any age
and in either sex, 90 percent of those
affected are women. During the child-
bearing years, lupus strikes women 10
to 15 times more often than men. In ad-
dition, lupus is more prevalent in Afri-
can-Americans, Latinos, Native Ameri-
cans and Asians. There is a dispropor-
tionate effect upon African-American
women.

Among African-American women, the
disease occurs with three times the fre-
quency of occurrence in white women.
An estimated 1 in 250 African-American
women between the ages of 15 and 65
develops the disease. So it attacks
women in their prime of life, this ter-
rible disease that people have trouble
remembering the name of, lupus, L-U-
P-U-S.

What exactly is lupus and how does it
affect those who suffer from it? Lupus
causes inflammation of various parts of
the body, especially the skin, joints,
blood and kidneys. Many women many
times think they have arthritis or
some kind of rheumatism.

Our body’s immune system normally
protects the body against viruses, bac-
teria and other foreign materials. How-
ever, in one who is suffering from
lupus, the immune system loses its

ability to tell the difference between
foreign substances and its own cells
and tissues. The immune system then
makes antibodies that turns them
against itself. So the immune system,
which is supposed to be a protector, be-
comes the attacker in the instance of
lupus.

Many victims of this disease in the
early years suffer debilitating pain,
particularly in the joints. They suffer
fatigue. Many of them do not know
what is wrong with them. Doctors have
a lot of trouble diagnosing this disease.
It is very hard for a woman in her
prime years to maintain employment
and to lead a normal life if she has
lupus.

Although lupus can range in severity
from mild to life-threatening, it can be
fatal if not detected and treated early.
Thousands of women die each year, Mr.
Speaker, and many of them who are
stricken do not have the financial
means for treatment which can help
control this terrible disease called
lupus.

Lupus is not infectious. It is not rare.
It is not cancerous. It is also not well
known. Lupus is not well known. In
fact, it is more prevalent than AIDS,
sickle cell anemia, cerebral palsy, mul-
tiple sclerosis and cystic fibrosis com-
bined.

Perhaps the most discouraging as-
pect of lupus for sufferers, family mem-
bers and friends is the fact that there
is yet no cure for lupus. That is why re-
search is needed so badly for this dis-
ease which catches women in the prime
years of their life.

Lupus is devastating not only to the
victims but to family members as well.
They must watch helplessly while the
victim slowly and painfully succumbs
to this terrible disease. I know this
from firsthand experience, Mr. Speak-
er, having lost a sister and a very close
friend to this disease, lupus.

Because of my involvement in var-
ious lupus organizations, I have also
heard firsthand the heartbreaking sto-
ries of other women and their families
across this Nation. I recently received
a letter from a mother of a 42-year-old
woman who had heard of the lupus bill
that I introduced in the 104th Congress.
This woman, who I will call Jane, was
finally diagnosed with lupus in 1993
after repeatedly being tested for AIDS,
repeatedly being treated for arthritis,
bursitis, allergies, and other ailments.

Although Jane was fortunate to en-
counter a doctor who specialized in dis-
ease control during a near death hos-
pital stay, the aftermath of this discov-
ery has been devastating. Since begin-
ning treatment for lupus, both of
Jane’s hips have deteriorated to the ex-
tent that she is on crutches and is
waiting for total hip replacement. This
young woman.

Her medication and doctor visits cost
over $900 per month. Jane is a chemist.
She was laid off last year when the
company she worked for downsized and
was bought out by another company
which denied her medical insurance
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coverage because she has lupus. Many
times, Mr. Speaker, the medication for
lupus works against the system as
badly as lupus itself.

Jane now receives Social Security
benefits of only a fraction of her
former $30,000 per year salary and is
unable to meet her debts, buy food and
pay for medication. Jane wants to
work and she wants to get well, but she
is no longer able to care for herself.
Her mother and other family members
must bear the hardship which this ter-
rible disease, lupus, which is not well-
known, has brought on Jane’s life.

This is not an isolated situation.
Many cases are worse, because the
women who are victims of lupus have
no family many times or friends to
turn to for support.

Something must be done, and I ap-
peal to our appropriations panels and
also to authorizing committees and to
the Women’s Caucus. If they have a
very strong interest in women’s health,
something must be done on a national
level to help lupus patients.

To that end, Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced H.R. 1111. It is a bipartisan
bill, the Lupus Research and Care
Amendments of 1997 to the Public
Health Service Act. My bill has two
main focuses.

First, the bill authorizes expanded
and intensified research activities at
the National Institutes of Health and
other national research institutes and
agencies. We must find a cure for
lupus. This will provide for increased
resources to determine reasons why so
many women get lupus, especially Afri-
can-American women, Latinos and
Asians.

The bill also covers research on the
causes of the disease, its frequency,
and the differences among sexes, ra-
cial, and ethnic groups.

My bill also provides funding for the
development of improved screening
techniques, clinical research and devel-
opment on new treatments, and infor-
mation and education for health care
professionals and the public.

The amount allocated to lupus re-
search by NIH in fiscal year 1997
amounted to $34 million. We are very
happy about that, but that $34 million
is less than one-half of 1 percent of the
National Institutes of Health budget.
My bill proposes raising this allocation
to $50 million more for fiscal year 1998.
And the Women’s Caucus is supporting
this because, after all, one of their
most major emphasis is on women’s
health.

The second part of my bill calls for
the establishment of a grant program
to provide for projects to set up, oper-
ate and coordinate effective and cost-
effective systems for getting essential
services to lupus sufferers and their
families.

Mr. Speaker, American women are at
high risk for this deadly and debilitat-
ing disease. Increased professional
awareness and improved diagnostic
techniques and evaluation methods can
contribute to early diagnosis and treat-

ment of lupus. We must step up this re-
search to find a cure and treatment for
this silent killer and for this silent dis-
ease.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join the Women’s Caucus in saving the
lives and advancing the health of
American women by not only cospon-
soring my bill, the Lupus Research and
Care Amendments of 1997, but to sup-
port and step up the emphasis on re-
search and development of all of these
killers of women.
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Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, in view of the fact that we
have quite a few speakers, I am going
to limit my remarks rather more than
I had intended. I do want to thank my
colleagues from both sides of the aisle
for their participation tonight. It is
impressive, the work that Congress has
done in the area of women’s health in
recent years, and much of it has been
the direct result of the focus on that
issue that the bipartisan caucus of
women Members of Congress has gen-
erated.

I want to talk briefly tonight about
two things. I want to talk about Medi-
care and women’s health, and I want to
talk about smoking and women’s
health.

It is true, and terrible, that Medicare
is an illness program. It provides
health care after you get ill. Medicare
by law is not a preventive health pro-
gram, and that is something that I be-
lieve this Congress is going to address.
We have been holding hearings on pre-
ventive health, we have been generat-
ing information about which preven-
tive tests are important to both women
and men on Medicare, and I believe this
year we are going to finally pass a
package of preventive health services
that will improve Medicare dramati-
cally and meet the needs of both men
and women far more effectively than
the current program.

For women, it will mean annual
mammograms. It will also mean pas-
sage of a bill I introduced recently re-
authorizing the Mammogram Quality
Standards Act, which will assure that
those mammograms will continue to be
done by well-trained people with high
quality equipment, read and inter-
preted by able physicians. It will also,
I hope, mean that we will have na-
tional standards for testing bone den-
sity to help women prevent
osteoporosis and all of the crippling
fragility that results from loss of bone
density.

It will also mean, I hope, that we will
pass a bill that the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] has intro-
duced this year, and she spoke about it
earlier, that will guarantee that
women who have had genetic indica-
tors that they are inclined to get
breast cancer or some other disease
will not be discriminated against by in-
surers.

We made a giant step forward on this
subject last year when an amendment I

introduced passed and was part of the
Medicare legislation of the last Con-
gress that said that women could not
be discriminated against because they
had genetic tests indicating a tendency
toward cancer. That was an important
step, but the more extensive bill that
my colleague the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] has intro-
duced goes on to the issues of privacy,
ownership of your medical data that
are terribly, terribly important as we
move into the new era of genetic
science and health.

Lastly, I believe that we will this
year pass inclusion of women in clini-
cal trials. It is indeed the Congress-
women’s caucus that first passed legis-
lation assuring that the National Insti-
tutes of Health would include women
in all of their health research trials.

It is truly remarkable that we ran
the first long-term trial looking at
heart disease on a population entirely
of males, and so we came out of that
multi-year project knowing a lot about
heart disease in men and knowing lit-
erally nothing about the course of that
disease in women, only to find out
later that the course of that disease in
women is really quite different, as we
have found out in HIV and a number of
other areas. It is not only unfair to our
seniors that they do not have access to
some of the remarkable treatments
available through our cancer clinical
trials program, but it is also a dis-
advantage to the Nation not to know
how those medications that are being
tested, those procedures that are being
tested affect both men and women in
their senior years. This Nation needs
far better health research data than
our current clinical trials program pro-
vides, and it is my hope that in this
session we will see Medicare expanded
to provide coverage for cancer treat-
ments in clinical trials.

Let me talk briefly also about smok-
ing, because smoking is really the most
preventable cause of death and disabil-
ity and tobacco use studies have indi-
cated is far more detrimental to
women than to men. Women are far
more susceptible than men to tobacco-
related disease. Lung cancer has sur-
passed breast cancer as the leading
cause of cancer death among women.
Recent research suggests that women
may be more susceptible than men to
the development of lung cancer. Sev-
eral recent reports also provide strong
evidence of an association between
smoking and osteoporosis. In addition,
research shows a dangerous link be-
tween smoking and the use of oral con-
traceptives.

So while tobacco use directly in-
creases a person’s risk of lung cancer,
heart disease, stroke and diseases of
the blood vessels, it holds many addi-
tional perils for women. Furthermore,
each day 3,000 kids become regular
smokers. That is more than 1 million a
year. One third of them will die from
tobacco-related disease. While smoking
is declining in adults, teenage girls are
the fastest growing group of smokers.
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Smoking by mothers during preg-

nancy can adversely affect the supply
of oxygen and nutrients to the fetus
and has been shown to increase the
risk of low birth weight, miscarriage,
still birth, premature birth and death
in the first few weeks of life. Maternal
smoking during and after pregnancy
has been estimated to be responsible
for one-quarter of the risk of sudden in-
fant death syndrome, or crib death, and
parents who smoke around their chil-
dren put them at increased risk for de-
veloping bronchitis, pneumonia, ear in-
fections and asthma. Children exposed
to smoke may also be at increased risk
for cancer in their adult years. Smok-
ing does cause illness. It causes illness
in adults, illness in children, and it is
particularly lethal to women.

Let me conclude by saying that this
is a Congress that not only will address
some important women’s health issues,
it is also, I believe, the Congress that
will move forward on providing cov-
erage for children whose parents work
for employers who do not provide in-
surance or for some other reason are
without insurance. It is a crime for
this Nation to leave children uncovered
for simple diseases like ear infections,
much less their parents exposed to the
paralyzing catastrophic costs of the
hospitalization of a child without cov-
erage.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend and
a new Member of Congress the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands [Ms.
CHRISTIAN-GREEN].

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. I thank the
gentlewoman from Connecticut for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, as the first female phy-
sician to serve in this body, I find a
special cause in women’s health and I
would like to thank my colleagues in
the Congressional Caucus on Women’s
Issues and our chairs, the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia [Ms.
NORTON] and the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], and my
colleague the gentlewoman from Mary-
land [Mrs. MORELLA] for organizing
this special order.

Mr. Speaker, women make up more
than 50 percent of our Nation’s popu-
lation. Further, we are the primary
caregivers for our husbands, children
and aging parents. Consequently, we as
a country have a great stake in the
health of our women. To paraphrase a
well-known saying, as the health of
women goes, so goes the health of our
country.

Traditionally, the issue of women’s
health had not been a political or a leg-
islative priority. However, because of
the insistence of women from different
walks of life that our stories be heard,
that our statistics be included in re-
search, that the problems which spe-
cifically affect us be studied and ad-
dressed, and because of the leadership
of the Caucus on Women’s Issues,
thank God this is changing.

There are many important issues,
such as AIDS, heart disease, cancer, di-
abetes and violence, each in themselves

deserving of our focus. However, today
I choose to address one of the root
causes underlying some of the dire sta-
tistics that diseases such as these rep-
resent, problems such as poverty, poor
or inadequate education, lack of oppor-
tunity and limited access to health
care. Central to all of these is the issue
of women’s access to health insurance.

According to the Institute for Wom-
en’s Policy Research, 12 million women
of working age between the ages of 18
and 64 have no insurance of any kind.
As a result, many of these women have
little or no access to our health care
delivery system which is predicated on
having insurance or Medicaid. The In-
stitute for Women’s Policy Research
further says that women traditionally
obtain health insurance indirectly
through their husband’s jobs. But more
of these women are falling through the
cracks as more men have jobs that do
not provide health insurance and, in
addition, many women do not marry,
are divorced, widowed or have a spouse
that has retired or lost his job. Studies
also show that only 37 percent of
women have access to insurance
through their own jobs. Five million
young women under age 30 have no in-
surance whatsoever, even though 70
percent of all births are to women in
this age group. Single mothers are also
more likely to be uninsured despite the
presence of Medicaid.

It is a sad reality that even today for
women, health insurance and as a con-
sequence health care is available only
to those who can afford to pay. With
this in mind, it is imperative that we
take a hard look at the needs of women
with regard to health insurance. In this
Congress, the cause of children’s health
care will be addressed, but we cannot
stop there. Rich or poor, we as women
must know that our needs and the
needs of our families will be met when
illness, accident or old age befalls us.

Mr. Speaker, quality health care
should not be an option. It must be an
available choice, not only for women
but for all the people of this Nation.
Universal health coverage and univer-
sal access to health care for all must
remain our goal.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.
f

WOMEN’S HEALTH ISSUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentlewoman from Connecti-
cut [Mrs. JOHNSON] for her work with
me as co-chair of the Caucus and for
helping to organize this very important
special order which has gone so well
with its great variety.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. SANCHEZ].

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss a serious problem that

affects all our communities, but which
is rarely addressed, that of teen preg-
nancy. Teen pregnancy burdens us all.
When teenage girls give birth, their fu-
ture prospects decline dramatically.
Teen mothers are less likely to com-
plete school, they are more likely to be
single mothers, and they are more like-
ly to depend on welfare and govern-
ment support. Teen pregnancy is not
only a serious problem, it is a growing
problem. Over half a million teenage
girls become pregnant each year in our
country. California has the highest
amount of teen births. It was over
70,000 last year. Four thousand of those
teens are young girls from Orange
County, my county. My home town of
Anaheim has seen the highest number
of teen births for all of Orange County.

b 1930

That is why I am so concerned about
the young women in my district, and I
call upon my colleagues to take a
thoughtful look at teen pregnancy in
their communities.

The United States has the highest
rate of teen pregnancy in the industri-
alized world. Is this because our kids
are more sexually active? No; it is be-
cause other nations treat teen preg-
nancy as a public health issue. We de-
fine it as a moral or social problem.
Let us treat teen pregnancy like the
health problem which it is, and let us
practice preventive medicine. Reducing
teen pregnancy will then prevent abor-
tion and reduce high school dropout
rates and the number of women who
depend on welfare.

Teen pregnancy is preventable. It is a
possible but challenging task. We need
a multifaceted approach in our commu-
nities, one that addresses not only re-
productive health and abstinence but
also self-esteem and responsible deci-
sionmaking. Kids need role models, and
they need to have the opportunity to
be involved in extracurricular activi-
ties.

That is why I will be joining the ef-
forts of local organizations in my com-
munities to help combat the rising rate
of teen pregnancy in Orange County. I
encourage all of my colleagues to take
a local approach to solving a national
problem.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from California [Mrs.
TAUSCHER].

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia for yielding to me.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak
about a subject of great importance to
the women and families of the 10th
Congressional District of California
which I am honored to represent. That
subject is the need for vital funding for
research into the causes, treatments,
and cures for breast cancer through the
National Cancer Institute of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. This is an
issue I have been focusing on for many
years. In 1992 I was honored to be a
founding board member of the Breast
Cancer Fund in San Francisco, and I
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really believe that this is a very impor-
tant issue for American women to be
paying attention to.

Mr. Speaker, this year the President
is requesting $338.9 million for the Na-
tional Cancer Institute’s breast cancer
program, and I urge all the Members of
Congress to support this needed fund-
ing. Later this spring, the National
Breast Cancer Coalition will be pre-
senting Congress and the President
with 2.6 million signatures from the
constituents from all over America,
urging us to work together to support
2.6 billion for cancer research between
now and the year 2000. I believe this is
a powerful statement about the com-
mitment of the people of the Nation to
fighting this disease. The increase in
funding this year will allow the Na-
tional Institutes of Health to continue
its work in basic research, prevention,
treatment, and community outreach as
well as to initiate any studies.

Mr. Speaker, I remain committed to
working with my colleagues, the Presi-
dent, and the National Cancer Institute
to defeat this killer of American
women.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her remarks.

Mr. Speaker, it is no accident that
we have focused on women’s health.
This is the 20th anniversary of the
women’s congressional caucus. In those
20 years we have probably had our
greatest success by focusing on wom-
en’s health. So we come forward this
evening in order to press again this
issue.

The women’s caucus and women
members and other members have es-
sentially over the past 20 years made
what can only be called great discov-
eries when it comes to neglected wom-
en’s health issues. The inclusion of
women in clinical trials, for example,
was a historic step forward.

During the 105th Congress the con-
gressional women’s caucus is going to
have a legislative agenda which we will
be publicizing in the next several
weeks. The reason for that legislative
agenda is to measure ourselves and to
measure this Congress against real
goals. Had we not done that, then the
gains we have made, for example with
respect to women’s conditions like
osteoporosis or cervical cancer, simply
could not have been made. When we
began to work on research in cervical
cancer, for example, it was a dreaded
disease. Once you got it, nobody knew
what to do about it, and now half the
cases can be caught and cured.

We might well get the most out of
this special order if we could get the
agreement of the House and the Senate
to pass what I can only call an easy
bill. That would be the Mammography
Quality Standards Reauthorization
Act, or H.R. 1289, that has, of course,
been mentioned in this special order
this evening, but I mention it as we
close out the evening because it is a
fitting bill to be the first significant
bill affecting women, women’s health,
passed this year. It is simply a reau-

thorization of a bill that would assure
that mammograms are performed
under safe circumstances and condi-
tions. It is fitting also because we have
just gone through the storm with the
doubt and uncertainty that was there
over mammography for women in their
forties that has been cleared up. We
now know that women in their forties
should have mammograms at least
every other year, if not every year. We
come forward this evening, therefore,
to remind ourselves not only of what
we have accomplished in 20 years
bringing women’s concerns to the
House, but to vigilantly keep ourselves
focused on what is yet to be done.
f

WOMEN’S HEALTH ISSUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to hopefully wrap up this very
successful special order on women’s
health issues and congratulate my
classmate, the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON], and
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON] for a very, very suc-
cessful hour of discussion on very criti-
cal matters of women’s health.

I would like to be the last speaker on
that particular issue and talk about an
issue that is very important to me as a
Congressman, as a father, as a tax-
payer, as somebody that believes in a
woman’s health issue known as the
WIC program.

What is the WIC Program? It is the
Women, Infants and Children Program,
and it is a program that has always en-
joyed wide bipartisan support. Repub-
licans and Democrats alike have sup-
ported this program because it accom-
plishes some very important things.

First, it reduces low birth weight in
babies. Second, it reduces the infant
mortality rates, death rates for babies
born prematurely. Third, it reduces
child anemia. And last, it has been di-
rectly linked to improving cognitive
development for children.

Now why am I as a Member of Con-
gress concerned about this? I am con-
cerned, Mr. Speaker, because milk
prices have increased this year and
last, and the caseload experience and
the caseload numbers have increased in
the WIC Programs in an alarming rate.
So the White House has very, very
wisely asked for a $76 million increase
to take care of this increase in milk
prices and caseload.

Mr. Speaker, just recently in a Com-
mittee on Appropriations markup, the
Republicans cut this $76 million in-
crease in half, cut $36 million out of
the WIC Program. Now at a time, Mr.
Speaker, when we are learning from
Newsweek and Time Magazine, on the
front covers of these magazines, that
everything we can do when that child
is in the womb, the fetus, or when that
child is between 1 and 5 is critical to
help these children to learn and grow

and that this is the most critical time
for a child to maybe pick up a new lan-
guage and learn intellectual skills and
cognitive development.

We are talking about cutting this
program by $36 million. What does a $36
million cut result in?

It results in 180,000 children not get-
ting access to this good program. One
hundred and eighty thousand children.
Now I do not think that is smart.

I support balancing the budget, and I
am willing to cut a space station that
does not work, I am willing to cut Star
Wars in half, but I am not willing to
cut children and women out of the WIC
Program. Why? The General Account-
ing Office has said not only is this the
best thing for children and young
mothers, but for every dollar we invest
in the WIC Program, we save $3.50 on
Social Security disability payments
and on Medicaid and on other govern-
ment programs.

So, if we cut $36 million and cut
180,000 children out of this program, we
are probably going to cost the taxpayer
$120 million later on down the line in
increased costs.

So I strongly urge this body to adopt
an amendment and put this $36 million
back into the WIC Program this week
when we consider the emergency sup-
plemental program and continue to do
what the White House urged us to do
last week in their conference on early
childhood development. Let us invest
in our children. Let us not just talk
about an America that puts their chil-
dren and their families first. Let us put
our money where our mouth is. Let us
make sure that the WIC Program is
adequately funded.

Mr. Speaker, I would just say in con-
clusion that I am strongly committed
to this program, I am strongly commit-
ted to making sure that our children
have access, all children across Amer-
ica, and I would just say that I am hon-
ored to be the last speaker on this spe-
cial order on women’s health and de-
lighted that it went so well.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise tonight to speak about an issue of vital
importance to the women of this Nation—
breast cancer. As a woman and a mother, I
feel that there are few issues as important as
the breast cancer epidemic facing our Nation.

As you may know, breast cancer is the most
commonly diagnosed cancer in American
women today. An estimated 2.6 million women
in the United States are living with breast can-
cer. Currently, there are 1.8 million women in
this country who have been diagnosed with
breast cancer and 1 million more who do not
yet know that they have the disease. It was
estimated that in 1996, 184,300 new cases of
breast cancer would be diagnosed and 44,300
women would die from the disease. Breast
cancer costs this country more than $6 billion
each year in medical expenses and lost pro-
ductivity.

These statistics are powerful indeed, but
they cannot possibly capture the heartbreak of
this disease which impacts not only the
women who are diagnosed, but their hus-
bands, children, and families.

Sadly, the death rate from breast cancer
has not been reduced in more than 50 years.
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One out of four women with breast cancer
dies within the first 5 years; 40 percent die
within 10 years of diagnosis. Furthermore, the
incidence of breast cancer among American
women is rising each year. One out of eight
women in the United States will develop
breast cancer in her lifetime—a risk that was
one in fourteen in 1960. For women ages 30
to 34, the incidence rate tripled between 1973
and 1987; the rate quadrupled for women
ages 35 to 39 during the same period.

I am particularly concerned about studies
which have found that African-American
women are twice as likely as white women to
have their breast cancer diagnosed at a later
stage, after it has already spread to the lymph
nodes. One study by the Agency for Health
Care Policy and Research found that African-
American women were significantly more likely
than white women to have never had a mam-
mogram or to have had no mammogram in
the 3-year period before development of
symptoms or diagnosis. Mammography was
protective against later-stage diagnosis in
white women but not in black women.

We have made progress in the past few
years by bringing this issue to the Nation’s at-
tention. Events such as Breast Cancer Aware-
ness Month are crucial to sustaining this atten-
tion. There is, however, more to be done.

It is clear that more research and testing
needs to be done in this area. We also need
to increase education and outreach efforts to
reach those women who are not getting mam-
mograms and physical exams.

We cannot allow these negative trends in
women’s health to continue. We owe it to our
daughters, sisters, mothers, and grandmothers
to do more. Money for research must be in-
creased and must focus on the detection,
treatment, and prevention of this devastating
disease.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
as history has proven, research for women’s
health issues has consistently been under-
funded. I rise today to recognize yet another
case of injustice concerning women’s health.
Currently there are 10 million U.S. citizens suf-
fering from temporomandibular jaw disorder,
(TMD). This disorder targets women; nearly 90
percent of TMD patients are female. TMD is a
very painful condition that can lead to severe
dysfunction of the muscles that control chew-
ing.

Complicating the disorder even further, in
1973, medical devices containing silicone
were approved to replace part of the jaw in an
irreversible surgery. This procedure, although
not adequately researched, was aggressively
marketed by alloplastic device suppliers. Ap-
proximately 150,000 women with TMD re-
ceived implants between 1973 and 1990.
Today, these implants have proven disastrous.

In 1989, nearly 20 years after they went on
the market, the FDA declared alloplastic im-
plants unsafe. The medical complications
caused by the sharding of the silicone in TMD
implants over time has resulted in bone and
tissue deterioration as the alloplastic particles
travel throughout the body. Bone loss in some
cases has resulted in holes in the skull leading
to the brain. Many women have been left dis-
figured; lacking bone structure and/or mus-
cular control. The magnitude of suffering un-
dergone by TMD patients with implants can
only be categorized as a medical catastrophe.

Compounding the issue, there is currently
no procedure to treat women with silicone im-

plants other than removal. In the case of TMD,
however, the implants often cannot be re-
moved because there are no good alternative
materials and the ramus of the jaw cannot be
replaced. Women who have undergone
alloplastic surgery now require life-long de-
pendency on medical technology. It is not un-
common to find patients with 15, 20, 30 or
more surgeries on their TM joint. This only ex-
asperates the emotional and financial com-
plications that accompany the disorder. I quote
from Stan Mendenhall’s article in Orthopedic
Network News:

One woman had over five surgeries on her
joints and was unable to find a dentist in
three states who would treat her and is now
suicidal. A 30-year old woman must now be
cared for by her parents after 32 surgeries
and $300,000 in medical expenses. Another pa-
tient received a bill from an oral surgeon in
excess of $30,000 for a procedure which was a
revision for a previous surgery and will, at
best, only provide temporary relief from con-
stant pain. One physician wrote on behalf of
one of his patients who had applied for social
security disability payments: ‘‘As Leigh’s
physician, I’ve witnessed her decline
throughout 7 of her surgeries and seen her
travel all the avenues of TMJ surgery. In-
stead of improving after each method, she
has developed more daily pain. Unfortu-
nately the surgeries that she has had, I feel,
have probably left her joint in much worse
shape. Her depression has now reached a dan-
gerously high level in which she describes
herself as having nothing left, having no
hopes, no dreams. She states only that she
hopes her life will be short in duration so
that she will not have to exist in the con-
stant painful state that she is in.’’

The silicone TMD implants, so hastily mar-
keted, have victimized women with TMD.

To make matters worse, women suffering
from TMD have a hard time finding a health
insurance program that will carry them. Be-
cause there is not a clear diagnosis of TMD
and treatment is often considered experi-
mental, health insurance companies refuse to
underwrite patients. Without the proper re-
search, there will never be proper diagnosis
and without proper diagnosis, there will never
be proper coverage.

This is very unfair. These women have been
served a great injustice and have no where to
turn. Women suffering from TMD are paying
the price for someone else’s mistakes. Should
TMD victims have to pay the consequences
for devices that the FDA approved and their
doctors recommended? Should patients have
to pay for high-cost long-term medical bills be-
cause the government has not properly funded
basic research? Temporomandibular joint dis-
order is a medical tragedy and it is time to do
something about it.

The question we must ask now is—how do
we help these women that have been treated
so unjustly?

I urge the Congressional Caucus for Wom-
en’s Issues to take up the cause of women
suffering from TMD and help them in finding a
solution to this tragedy. We must better define
TMD and properly fund research to find effec-
tive treatment for people who have TMD im-
plants. We must encourage the National Insti-
tute of Health to make TMD research a higher
priority. We can no longer tolerate the lack of
concern for these women.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
the high number of minority women infected
with the HIV virus reflects their reduced ac-
cess to health care which is associated with

disadvantaged socio-economic status, cultural
or language barriers that may limit access to
prevention information as well as differences
in HIV risk behaviors.

Among minority women, the most prevalent
modes of contacting HIV are injecting drug
use, 37 percent, and heterosexual contact, al-
most 38 percent.

Rates of heterosexual anal and oral inter-
course in minority youths are comparable with
estimated rates in adults.

In the inner-city community, there are often
greater perceived notions that sex is not as
good if a condom is used. Frequently women
do not encourage their sexual partners to use
condoms for fear of retribution. Their low-in-
come status makes them feel more dependent
upon their partners and they do not want to
risk losing them insisting on safe sex.

Minority youths have a higher tendency to
engage in sex with multiple partners, therefore
creating higher risks for HIV infection. Minority
communities are in need of better efforts to
promote condom use and discourage multiple
partners.

AIDS rates are highest among Blacks and
Hispanics.

AIDS rates among Blacks are six times
greater than among whites, and two times
greater than among Hispanics.

In 1995, racial and/or ethnic minorities ac-
counted for over 77 percent of AIDS cases
among adolescent and adult females, and
over 84 percent of AIDS cases among chil-
dren.

By the year 2000, between 72,000 and
100,000 children and teens will have lost their
mothers to HIV/AIDS. The cities that will be
the hardest hit are Los Angeles, Washington,
DC, Newark, New York City, Miami, and San
Juan.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, first I would like
to thank Representative CONNIE MORELLA and
Representative LOUISE SLAUGHTER and Mem-
bers of the Congressional Caucus for Wom-
en’s Issues for the opportunity to participate in
this special order on women’s health.

I come before you today to speak on an
issue of great importance to all women, and in
particular women of color, that has yet to
reach prominence on the national agenda. I
am speaking of heart diseases.

Cardiovascular diseases—which include
heart attacks, strokes, and high blood pres-
sure—are the No. 1 cause of death and dis-
ability among American women, yet most
Americans aren’t even aware of the risks fac-
ing women.

I want to talk with you about a bill to do
something about this—the Women’s Cardio-
vascular Diseases Research and Prevention
Act—that I am introducing which aims to pre-
vent and aggressively treat heart diseases
among women and educate the public and
health professionals alike about the grave
risks of these diseases to women.

Although most people believe cancer, spe-
cifically breast cancer, is the No. 1 women’s
health risk, in reality five times as many
women die from cardiovascular diseases than
die from breast cancer. The threat is so great
in fact, that 479,000 women die each year
from heart disease—almost double the num-
ber of deaths from all forms of cancer com-
bined.

And heart disease strikes broadly, affecting
one in five women in the Nation. Even more
ominous is the unusually silent approach of
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this killer. Amazingly, nearly two-thirds of
women who died suddenly of heart attack had
no prior history of heart disease, and no risk
was detected.

Public health experts have drawn many
links between the difficulties poor and working
women face and increased risk of disease.
Cardiovascular diseases are no exception to
these health effects of inequality.

Furthermore, cardiovascular diseases strike
African-American women particular hard. Afri-
can-American women die of heart attacks at
twice the rate of other women, and die from
strokes at a 33-percent higher rate that white
women.

The risk factors that increase likelihood of
cardiovascular diseases are also greater for
African-American women than white women,
including a higher incidence of diabetes, high-
er percentage with elevated cholesterol levels,
less physical activity, and a greater rate of
obesity.

These factors—often stemming from stress
and struggle of trying to make ends meet—are
commonly known with health care profes-
sionals—yet these factors and the deadly car-
diovascular diseases that result are almost in-
visible in the policy debates and public discus-
sions of our Nation’s health and welfare.

That is why I urge you to join me in support-
ing the Women’s Cardiovascular Diseases Re-
search and Prevention Act. We who know bet-
ter must create the kind of pressure, through
broad education and study that will put this
issue at the center of our public health initia-
tives, not stuck on the fringes, while striking,
literally, at the heart of the women in America.

This bill aims to lay the critical foundation
for the research and public education that is
needed to turn around this largely silent killer
of America’s women. The bill authorizes $140
million to the National Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute of the National Institutes of Health to
expand studies on heart diseases to include
women and conduct outreach that will reach
women. This authorization will start to make
up for the many years in which women and
minorities have been greatly underrepresented
in heart and stroke research.

Currently, most if not all, diagnostic equip-
ment and treatments are based on studies lim-
ited to men. The results of this research bias
has meant many health care professionals re-
main unaware of the varied and often subtle
symptoms of heart diseases women may
have, like dizziness, breathlessness, and arm
pain.

This bill will provide those responsible for
detecting and treating women with the knowl-
edge necessary to combat these diseases
among women.

This bill seeks to use the results of this re-
search as well, spreading this knowledge be-
yond the hospitals and laboratories. This bill
would establish targeted outreach programs
for women and health care providers alike to
educate all of us on the common symptoms of
and risk factors contributing to cardiovascular
diseases among women.

The Women’s Cardiovascular Diseases Re-
search and Prevention Act can be a crucial
first step in getting timely diagnosis, effective
treatment and broad, effective prevention
measures for the leading killer of American
women. I look forward to working with the
members of the Congressional Caucus of
Women’s Issues, and all other interested
Members of Congress to pass this legislation.

Again, I would like to thank you for the oppor-
tunity to speak to you today.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of this special
order this evening.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2, HOUSING OPPORTUNITY
AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF
1997

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio (during the spe-
cial order of the gentlewoman from
Maryland, Mrs. MORELLA) from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 105–81) on the
resolution (H. Res. 133) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to re-
peal the United States Housing Act of
1937, deregulate the public housing pro-
gram and the program for rental hous-
ing assistance for low-income families,
and increase community control over
such programs, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 867, ADOPTION PROMOTION
ACT OF 1997

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio (during the spe-
cial order of the gentlewoman from
Maryland, Mrs. MORELLA) from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 105–82) on the
resolution (H. Res. 134) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 867) to
promote the adoption of children in
foster care, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I will in-
sert in the RECORD the statement by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MILLER] under the remarks of this spe-
cial order.

Mr. Speaker, I would also say to my
friend and colleagues that I am joined
this evening by a distinguished col-
league of mine from the State of Ver-
mont who has been a champion on fair
trade in this country, BERNIE SANDERS.
If I could, I would like to make a few
brief remarks and then yield to my

friend from Vermont, [Mr. SANDERS] or
whomever else would like to engage in
this debate.

Mr. Speaker, we have been meeting
here on a weekly basis to talk about
the effects of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. Let me just begin by
saying after 3 years, actually 40
months, we are now able to look close-
ly at the effects of the North American
Free Trade Agreement, and I would
recommend to my colleagues an edi-
torial today in the New York Times be-
cause this editorial really shows us
how the issues of trade and protecting
the environment are really inseparably
linked. We are going to talk about the
environment a little bit, and then we
are going to get to some other issues
with respect to corporations. The edi-
torial discussed the environmental
challenges that the Nation of Chile is
facing.

Mr. Speaker, I insert in the RECORD a
copy of that editorial that was in the
New York Times this morning.

The article referred to is as follows:
SLIGHTING NATURE IN CHILE

When Augusto Pinochet stepped down as
President in 1990, Chile’s people hoped that
democracy would bring an improvement in
the country’s environment. The dictatorship
had listened mainly to its friends in indus-
try, and Chileans hoped that a new govern-
ment would heed conservationists and public
health advocates. What they did not count
on was that in Chile, like most developing
countries eager to attract foreign invest-
ment, the desire for growth outweighed envi-
ronmental concerns.

As a result, air and water pollution remain
serious threats to public health. Chile is also
destroying irreplaceable natural resources
through logging of old-growth forests and
overfishing.

Chile has some tough environmental laws
but, as in other Latin nations, they are not
well enforced—in part because of the desire
for growth. Chile is justifiably proud of a
decade of growth at more than 5 percent,
much of it from exports from mining, forest
products and fishing, which damage the envi-
ronment unless carefully regulated.

These extractive industries exercise great
political influence. Moreover, unlike their
American and European counterparts, busi-
ness leaders in Chile see no particular public
relations value in supporting environmental
causes. The Chilean industrialists’ group has
even hinted that it will organize a boycott of
‘‘Oro Verde,’’ a prime-time soap opera with
an environmental theme.

Businesses commission the required envi-
ronmental impact statements, and the gov-
ernment board that evaluates them often
cannot afford to hire experts to do a thor-
ough job. On several occasions when the
board has rejected major investment propos-
als, political commissions have allowed the
projects to proceed. President Eduardo Frei
has often said he will not let environmental
concerns stand in the way of growth.

Chile’s environmental groups are small and
rely heavily on volunteers. But they have
helped raise public awareness of environ-
mental issues to the point where politicians
cannot risk ignoring them. And they have
mounted successful court challenges. Chile’s
supreme court just blocked a major logging
project by an American company, declaring
that Chile’s basic environmental law was too
vague. New regulations were quickly passed.

The court is surely on the right track. No
one has calculated the yearly cost of envi-
ronmental damage to Chileans’ health and
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resources, but the figure is probably greater
than the annual increase in Chile’s economy.
Other Latin nations have found profit in pro-
tecting the environment. That would be a
natural step for Chile, whose responsible
Government and strong regulatory structure
have helped make it an economic model in
the third world.

The linkage of trade and the environ-
ment is an issue that we will need to
address in the coming weeks and the
months ahead as a proposal for grant-
ing fast track negotiation authority
for the Congress, the proposal that the
administration wants. As the editorial
shows us, we must realize that sacrific-
ing the environment for growth will
not be sustainable in the long run,
while it may appear to be sustainable
in the short run, and if we simply ex-
pand NAFTA to include other nations
without including strong environ-
mental standards, we will lock into
place a trade agreement that will even-
tually include environmental degrada-
tion. Corporations should be held to
the same high standards of the envi-
ronment no matter where they operate,
but under the agreement that we
passed during this debate 40 months
ago, under NAFTA, corporations are
not held accountable. If they exploit
the environment or if we find that a
nation’s environmental laws are not
being enforced, all we can do is consult,
just consult. There is no fines, there is
no sanctions, there is just talk.

b 1945
And that is not right. The last 3

years of experience we have had with
NAFTA shows us that this system does
not work. And it is true that our bor-
der areas with Mexico was an environ-
mental mess before NAFTA went into
effect. We were told that, once we pass
NAFTA, the problems on the border
would get better. Instead they have
gotten worse.

Mr. Speaker, the border area has
grown rapidly. It is known as the
maquiladora area. It is an area along
the California, New Mexico, Texas, Ari-
zona border with Mexico. Its workforce
has expanded by 45 percent. But with
the population growth and the increase
in manufacturing, not even the old en-
vironmental and health problems have
been fixed. Families along the border
continue to live near and bathe in
water from rivers in a region that the
American Medical Association has
called a cesspool of infectious disease.

Not a single meaningful grant has
come out of the North American Devel-
opment Bank, which was put together
as an answer to try to resolve some of
these problems. Our colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. TORRES],
had this language adopted and has
worked very hard, but folks have
dragged their feet.

So what we try to do is create an in-
stitution that will help finance border
cleanup projects, but neither our Gov-
ernment nor the Mexican Government
has shown a serious commitment to it.
The Sierra Club guesstimates that it
would cost about $20 billion, that is bil-

lion with a B, to clean up the serious
environmental problems along the
Mexican border. But at that rate, the
bill is just going to grow. It is not
going to get any smaller. And it is no
longer that contaminated strawberries
from Mexico could get into our school
lunch program.

Mr. Speaker, in Michigan we had a
serious problem with our school lunch
program and the strawberries. We see
these conditions happening because of
the open border. Most people probably
know the story about the contami-
nated strawberries that came from
Mexico about a month ago. Students in
Michigan started to get sick, and they
were coming down with hepatitis A. All
told, 179 young people became sick, and
more than 11,000 students in Michigan
and California had to get shots. Why?
Because these strawberries, which were
grown in Mexico, illegally got into our
school lunch program.

Now, no one will ever be able to say
for sure how these berries became con-
taminated, but let me tell you the evi-
dence seems clear to show that the
plant in San Diego where the berries
were processed had no evidence of con-
tamination during a routine inspection
conducted there at the same time that
the berries in question were processed.
And it is well known that there is sig-
nificant pollution in the irrigation and
drinking water of Mexico.

In fact, listen to this figure, 17 per-
cent of Mexican children have con-
tracted a hepatitis virus from contami-
nated drinking water, 17 percent. Now
since NAFTA has gone into effect,
fresh strawberry imports from Mexico
have more than doubled, with only 1
percent of food coming in from Mexico
getting inspected. And of this tiny por-
tion of food that gets inspected, fully
one-third of it fails inspection over
dangerous pesticides. So what you have
along the border in Texas, you have got
11,000 trucks coming across the border
every single day. They call it a wave
line because just one out of every 200
get inspected. And of those that get in-
spected of this tiny portion, one-third
fail the test for dangerous pesticides.

Mr. Speaker, 99 percent of the food
that comes across the border is not in-
spected. As a Nation we have seen food
inspection decrease dramatically over
the years in the name of free trade and
deregulation. So it is not surprising
that 33 million Americans become ill
every year as a result of eating con-
taminated food.

So, Mr. Speaker, the proponents of
NAFTA told us that our food standards
and food safety would be harmonized
upward if we passed the NAFTA. What
does that mean, harmonized upward? It
means that their standards would in-
crease to meet the high level of stand-
ards that we generally have here in the
United States. But, well, they were
wrong. Uninspected food is surging in
from Mexico at an unprecedented rate.
And we know that some of it is not safe
and at the very least we should require
imported foods to be inspected.

But we must also strengthen the food
safety requirements in our trade agree-
ments. Now, free trade is not just
about tariff rates and investment pro-
tection and intellectual property. It is
an issue that affects us every day in
ways that we do not even realize. We
must begin to recognize the fact that
the issue of human health must have a
place in our trade agreement.

As the debate on the fast track pro-
ceeds, we must make sure that human
health and environmental protection
are recognized as trade issues. We must
give these issues the same standing as
we give to corporate investment and
intellectual property.

Now I have just about a minute to
make two more points, then I am going
to yield to my colleagues, who have
been so patient here. I want to talk
about NAFTA’s corporate bonanza. It
is astonishing what some of these cor-
porations have done.

In February of this year, a group
called Public Citizens did a study to
look at the record of companies who
had promised to create jobs if NAFTA
was passed; and they tracked all the
job promises, and they found that 90
percent of these companies broke their
promises, 90 percent. They did not cre-
ate jobs in America as a result of
NAFTA.

I want to show you this chart here,
NAFTA’s corporate bonanzas are good
for profits, bad for workers. This new
study points out just last week they
tracked 28 named corporations that
spent millions of dollars to pass
NAFTA. They came here and lobbied,
told us what a great deal it was, how it
was going to create jobs. Their record
is one of greed and profit at the ex-
pense of workers on both sides of the
border. And 12 of these corporations
laid off a total of over 7,000 workers
and shipped those jobs to Mexico.
These are the companies that promised
to create jobs in America if we passed
NAFTA.

The sad thing is that all of this has
paid off for these companies. They
shipped our jobs over there. The main
NAFTA boosters have seen their prof-
its go up nearly 300 percent since
NAFTA, compared to 59 percent for the
top 500 U.S. firms since 1973. So they
are making these profits by plowing
over the rights of workers. And when
they get down there, they do not pay,
you know, they reestablish these jobs
in Mexico, they do not pay them any-
thing.

Mr. Speaker, during the NAFTA de-
bate, workers were getting paid a dol-
lar an hour. They were making a few
dollars a day. Now they are making 70
cents an hour. I was down there just
about a month and a half ago and
workers were making $5 and $6 a day
working in modern facilities, working
very hard, very productive, but with no
environmental safety standards, no-
body to really bargain and organize for
them, no unions to represent them.
And they are making $5 and $6 dollars
a day, and their wages have dropped 40
percent.
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So where is all the money going?

Where is it going? Well, it is going to
the corporations. You see, six of these
corporations bust the unions by threat-
ening to move jobs to Mexico. And you
know the story goes on and on and on.

So it is with great sadness that we
have to come to the floor and talk
about these issues, because it is very
clear from the record that NAFTA has
not lived up to the promises that were
made by the corporations or those that
were concerned about the environment.

So at this point I yield to my friend
from Vermont, Mr. SANDERS, who has
been vigilant, very watchful and deter-
mined that, before we move on and do
any other trade deals, we have got to
correct the ones we are engaged in. I
yield to my friend.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the gen-
tleman very much for yielding, and it
is a pleasure to work with my col-
league who has helped lead the anti-
NAFTA effort for many years and has
demanded a sensible trade policy which
represents the needs of workers, as well
as corporate America. It is nice to be
here with the gentleman from Ohio,
[Mr. KUCINICH], who is also joining that
fight in a very strong way.

I remember some 4 years ago the gen-
tleman from Michigan, [Mr. BONIOR]
came to the State of Vermont and ad-
dressed a rally in Montpelier in Ver-
mont, where we had 300 or 400 Ver-
monters who were out protesting
NAFTA; and the sad truth is that much
of what he and I said on that day, much
of what he and I predicted would hap-
pen has in fact occurred.

NAFTA is part of a disastrous trade
policy, which is resulting in record-
breaking trade deficits, which is cost-
ing us millions of decent-paying jobs. I
wish very, very much, as important as
the national deficit is, that the Con-
gress would pay half as much attention
to the trade deficit, which is costing us
millions of jobs and which is lowering
the wages of workers from one end of
this country to the other.

The essence of our current disastrous
trade policy is not very hard to com-
prehend. You do not have to have a
Ph.D. in economics to understand that
it is impossible and wrong for Amer-
ican workers to be competing against
very desperate people in Mexico and
other parts of the world, who, because
of the economic conditions in their
own country, are forced to work for 50
cents an hour or 70 cents an hour.

One of the interesting developments
in recent weeks, I do not know if my
colleague has seen it, is the front page
of Business Week. Their cover story re-
ported that CEOs last year earned 54
percent more than the preceding year.
In other words, the compensation for
CEOs in this country of the major cor-
porations went up by 54 percent, while
workers are struggling with 2 or 3 per-
cent increases in their incomes.

Now, these very same people who are
now averaging over $5 million a year
are precisely the same people who told
us how great the NAFTA would be.

Well, I suppose that they are right.
NAFTA has been very good for them,
but it has been a disaster for the aver-
age American worker.

What we know is not only that hun-
dreds of thousands of decent-paying
jobs have disappeared from this coun-
try, as corporation after corporation
has said, why should I pay an American
worker $10, $15, $20 an hour when I can
get a desperate person in Mexico to
work for 50 cents an hour or a dollar an
hour. Not only have they done that,
but in addition to that, they are mov-
ing jobs all over the world.

I was interested in this last week to
read, if it were not so sad, it really
would be funny, where Nike, which
seems to have the inclination to move
to that country in the world which is
now paying the lowest wages, they
have now gravitated to Vietnam. And
my colleagues may have seen in the
paper that in Vietnam there is now a
demonstration that they are paying
below what they even promised the Vi-
etnamese workers, which I would imag-
ine is 20 cents or so an hour.

So what we are seeing is these cor-
porations who used to hire American
workers at decent wages are now run-
ning to Mexico, to other Latin Amer-
ican countries, they are going to
China, they are going to Vietnam,
where they are hiring people for abys-
mally low wages. And that is part of
our current trade policy.

I think I speak for the vast majority
of the people in this country who say
that what we have got to have is a fair
trade policy which represents the in-
terest of the vast majority of our peo-
ple and not just corporate America,
rather than a so-called free trade pol-
icy, which forces American workers to
compete against desperate people
throughout the entire world.

Mr. Speaker, one of the issues that
concerns me terribly much is that
every day that I turn on the television
and I listen to the radio and I read the
newspapers, I keep hearing about how
great the economy is. I am sure the
economy must be great for somebody,
but it is not great for the vast majority
of the people in my own State of Ver-
mont.

The fact of the matter is that while
the wealthiest people in this country
are doing phenomenally well, while
CEOs now earn over 200 times what
their workers earn, the middle class
continues to shrink and most of the
new jobs that are being created are
low-wage jobs, many of them part
time, many of them temporary, many
of them without benefits.

Mr. BONIOR. Would the gentleman
yield on that point?

Mr. SANDERS. I sure would.
Mr. BONIOR. Because I want to

elaborate a little about the disparity
between those at the top and the aver-
age worker in this country. In 1960, the
difference between what a CEO earned
and the average worker was about 12 to
1. In 1974, that increased to about 35 to
1. And as you have just correctly point-
ed out, now it is 209 to 1.

The average worker in America
today, the 80 percent of people who
pack a lunch and go to work and make
this country work, their wages for the
last 20 years have basically been fro-
zen, their real wages. They are not
going anywhere. It is the top 20 percent
that are doing very, very well; and the
very top are doing exceedingly well.
But they are not moving anywhere.
They are frozen.

If you have one of these people who
have worked all your life at a company
or part of your life at a company and
they decided they are going to Mexico
and your job is gone, those people are
able to get jobs again but about at two-
thirds of the wages that they had for-
merly been earning, at about two-
thirds of the salaries that they were
making. That is what is going on, there
is an incredible downward pressure on
wages.

There was a study done by Cornell
University for the Department of
Labor, which the Department of Labor,
by the way, suppressed; and you will
understand why when I tell you what
was in the study. They found that 62
percent, 62 percent of corporations in
America today were using Mexico and
other countries that pay low wages as
a hedge against raising wages or keep-
ing wages flat in this country.

b 2000

They would tell their workers, listen,
you want an increase in wages or sal-
ary, you are not going to get it. You
are going to stay where you are, you
are going to take a cut in health bene-
fits or pension benefits, and if you do
not we are going south. We are going to
Mexico. Sixty-two percent of the com-
panies are doing that.

So I thank my friend for raising that
point, because it speaks to the increas-
ing disparity we have in economic re-
ality in this country.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me just say a few
words and then I am going to yield to
the gentleman from Ohio, [Mr.
KUCINICH]. As the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] knows, 23 years
ago the United States led the world in
terms of the wages and benefits our
workers received. Today, as a result of
a number of factors, not least of which
is our absurd trade policy, we are now
in 13th place as a result in terms of
wages and benefits. The fact of the
matter is that the average American
today is working longer hours for lower
wages and they need that extra time in
order to compensate for the decline in
their income.

Clearly, there is something very
wrong when from one end of this coun-
try to the other, we are seeing the loss
of good paying manufacturing jobs and
the substitution of those jobs in the
service industry which pays people $6
an hour, $7 an hour, and often does not
have benefits.

So I think that probably the most
important issue that this Congress
should be debating is to demand in one
way or another, and I have some
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thoughts on it, you and Mr. KUCINICH
have thoughts on it, in one way or an-
other we have got to tell corporate
America who have made their money
in this country that they have got to
begin reinvesting in Vermont, in
Michigan, in Ohio, back into the Unit-
ed States of America, put people to
work at decent wages, rather than run-
ning all over the world to hire des-
perately poor people at starvation
wages.

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KUCINICH].

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to join my colleagues on this
issue which the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS] has led the coun-
try on in examining and exposing the
deficiencies in the NAFTA agreement.

I come from a district in Cleveland,
OH, which was really built with the
labor of steelworkers, auto workers,
people in machine shops. It is a blue
collar town in many ways. It was part
of that great industrial strength of
America that helped sustain this coun-
try through two world wars and really
made America preeminent among in-
dustrial powers in the world.

I have seen the changes that have
taken place in Cleveland and through-
out Ohio since NAFTA, and it is not a
pretty sight. The State of Ohio alone
has lost many jobs. As a matter of fact,
I was able to secure a list of jobs which
I have here, and I would just like to
read some of the cities which have lost
specific plant to Mexico since NAFTA.
When I read this list I would like my
colleagues to keep in mind that these
are not cold, sterile statistics: Frank-
lin Disposables which lost 50 jobs to
Mexico, Dayton Rich Products which
lost 146 jobs to Mexico, Green Goodyear
Tire and Rubber Company lost 60 jobs.

In each case, the statistics have be-
hind them a story of a family whose
breadwinner could no longer produce
and sustain a family. I have a story of
a young person who lost out on an edu-
cational opportunity because the
money was not there to sustain it.
There is a story of a family which
worked a lifetime to have a home and,
suddenly, holding on to that home is
impossible; a story of medical bills
that cannot be met; a story of a dream
that is shattered, a dream that is de-
ferred, a dream that is denied.

We in the Congress have a respon-
sibility to come forward with informa-
tion and to show that in Greenville,
OH, for example, 180 people were laid
off from Allied Signal. Those people
made air filters, oil filters and spark
plugs.

Mr. Speaker, that is one snapshot be-
cause we have a $39 billion trade deficit
because of NAFTA, and much of it,
three-quarters of it is in the auto-
motive related sector, so multiply one
family, one dream times thousands and
thousands across this country and we
have a sea change occurring in this
country, and the American dream is
changing.

This country was built with steel,
automotive, aerospace. Basic indus-

tries provided the muscle for America,
gave us might, helped to preserve this
country and protect our democratic
values, and any change which under-
mines those industries undermines, I
contend, our basic democratic prin-
ciples and traditions, because if we do
not have the ability to produce steel, if
we do not have the ability to have a
strong automotive industry, if we can-
not be strong and secure in our aero-
space, we undermine our national secu-
rity.

Of course the greatest security we
have, as we all know, is a job, and
NAFTA has cost this country thou-
sands upon thousands of jobs. As a
matter of fact, the Trade Adjustment
Assistance Act, as the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] probably knows,
because we were talking about this last
week, the last count was 118,000 jobs.

Mr. BONIOR. And that is a conserv-
ative estimate. If you use the formula
that the proponents of NAFTA gave us
in terms of creation of jobs, if we use
that very formula we have lost about
600,000 jobs as a result of NAFTA. And
of course we know many, many people
just do not apply for trade adjustment
assistance.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct, and the Trade Eco-
nomic Policy Institute estimates that,
in fact, jobs were lost or never created
because they were created in another
country due to NAFTA.

Now, the next question is, What kind
of jobs are being created. We know we
are losing manufacturing jobs which
are good paying jobs, which have en-
abled people to have a decent life, live
in nice neighborhoods.

Mr. BONIOR. Sure, buy a home, send
your kid to college, take a nice vaca-
tion, be able to retire with dignity with
good health care.

Mr. KUCINICH. One needs to be mak-
ing a good wage to do that, but what is
happening is that this transition in our
economy, while it is wiping out good
paying manufacturing jobs, it is creat-
ing jobs, according to the Department
of Labor, among the top 20 occupations
having the largest numerical increase
in the next decade in the United
States: Cashiers, now cashiers are very
important, very important jobs. Jani-
tors, retail sales clerks, waiters and
waitresses. Those are all important
jobs and those are our constituents.
But in order to sustain those jobs, in
order to sustain this economy, we have
to do it with manufacturing and we
have to keep creating new industries,
and we are not doing that.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker I yield to
my friend from New York [Mr. OWENS]
to respond to the gentleman.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, as the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Workforce Protections of the Com-
mittee on Education and the
Workforce, I want to go beyond what
has been said here so far and say that
what we have in motion here is that
NAFTA has been giving an incentive to
the corporate powers to wipe out the

American work force as we know it.
American labor shall not exist in 10
years as we know it if they are able to
continue as they are moving.

The incentive to make more and
more profits on the backs of cheap
labor has led to a situation where it
has been concluded by corporate power
that they have to wipe out the Amer-
ican labor movement. Working condi-
tions and environmental conditions are
just as important as wages in these
considerations with respect to cheap
labor costs, and they want a situation
where they are in a position to dictate
not only the low wages, but also the
working conditions and to be free of
any environmental regulations.

As the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Workforce Protections,
what I have noticed is that all of the
talk in this particular session of Con-
gress about bipartisan cooperation and
civility does not apply to anything re-
lated to organized labor. We have seen
an assault start in this Congress on
labor, unprecedented.

Several hearings have been held on
the right of labor unions to use their
money for political education, and they
have gone out to where it hurts a great
deal in terms of how they can spend
their own funds and they are challeng-
ing their ability to make decisions as a
majority, that if one member of any
union objects to his money being used
some way, his money should be seg-
regated from the rest and the majority
rules as to how funds are spent cannot
apply. That is one way to cripple
unions.

Another way is, of course, to come
after the Fair Labor Standards Act. A
lot of people think that the comp time
bill is related to families, giving people
an opportunity to have time off, but
the comp time bill is all about the Fair
Labor Standards Act as a major weap-
on of labor. If you get into the heart
and soul of the Fair Labor Standards
Act, you have to cripple unions.

OSHA continues to be under attack.
We just had a hearing on methylene
chloride, a substance which causes can-
cer, causes pneumonia. Clearly every
study has shown it to be more dan-
gerous than they previously under-
stood it to be, and OSHA regulations
after 10 years are being resisted, and
they will take the business of methyl-
ene chloride, all the businesses that
need it will take it overseas.

Airplanes, for example, have to use it
in order to take the paint off when
they check the body of airplanes to see
if they are still sound and that is prob-
ably the largest use of methylene chlo-
ride. It is a huge business. They are
threatening to take it to places over-
seas if we have the regulations in-
stalled by OSHA, just as they are
threatening, of course, on any other
environmental condition we set which
safeguards the health of workers.

So we have an attempt by corporate
power to create a new class of workers,
something between servants and peas-
ants, in order to maximize their prof-
its. They will come back and they will
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bring the jobs back once they do that.
But NAFTA, GATT, allows them to
make huge profits and use the cheapest
labor in the world to make those prof-
its and acquire the power necessary to
destroy the labor force and the orga-
nized labor in this country.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, it is a
good point the gentleman makes.

I yield to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS] to answer it, and
then I want to comment on it, because
it is a very good point.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me just pick up
on the gentleman’s point, and that is
essentially, if you have desperate peo-
ple in Mexico who are making 50 cents
an hour, who are living in shacks,
whose kids may be begging out on the
street, who are forced to work under
the most horrendous conditions imag-
inable, what corporate America is say-
ing is hey, if we can get people to work
in those conditions over there, we can
drive wages and working conditions
down here, because what we say to the
American worker is, hey, if you do not
like what you are getting today, we are
going to go over there.

I just got a letter today from a cor-
porate entity in the State of Vermont
who told us about how high the wages
are in Vermont, he could go elsewhere
and so forth and so on. So I think it is
not only a labor issue, it is an environ-
mental issue, it is a union issue, and
that is what our entire trade policy is
about.

It is the race to the bottom, it is say-
ing to American workers, there are
people in China, Mexico, throughout
the world who are prepared to work for
almost nothing, and we are going to
lower your wages and lower your work-
ing conditions, lower the environ-
mental standards that you work under,
lower and lower and lower. Not raise
the other people’s, but lower ours until
we have an equalized work force
around the world. A very, very dan-
gerous trend, which as the gentleman
indicated, is wiping out the middle
class and creating pathetically low-
wage jobs.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, years ago
there was a large middle class like we
have today, people struggled the same
way, they did not have good wages
here, they did not have any benefits.
But they got together and they be-
lieved that they had certain inalien-
able rights, and among them were the
rights to organize, the right to assem-
ble, the right to collective bargaining
and the right to strike. And that is how
the movement got started, because of
the abuse of the labor movement in
this country. It was only through the
labor movement that we built this ex-
pansive middle class in this country.

I saw something the other day, I was
driving to work and I saw a banner
over a bridge that said, let me recall
the exact words, ‘‘The labor movement,
the people who brought you the week-
end.’’ And I thought to myself, that is
really creative. There could have been
a lot of things up there. The people

that brought you a livable wage, the
people that brought you safety protec-
tion, that brought you health care,
that brought you Social Security, that
brought you Medicare, that brought
you compensation if you got laid off. I
mean all of these things could have
been up there on that banner. The gen-
tleman is absolutely right.

Mr. OWENS. The Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, that is how the weekend
came.

Mr. BONIOR. That is right. What is
going on is they are trying to break
labor in this country today, the cor-
porations, and they are doing it
through a variety of different ways.
There are hundreds of law firms in this
country that specialize in nothing else
but busting unions in America. That is
how they make their living.

I just came back from a very inter-
esting discussion. I came from the
Methodist Building across the street,
and I was listening to a group of people
talk about the K-Mart strike that oc-
curred in Greensboro, NC, in 1993.
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A lot of workers wanted to form a
union in Greensboro, NC. They were
prevented from forming a union. They
got together and they signed cards.
And the majority of them wanted a
union. And the union would not nego-
tiate a contract. And they got the
whole community involved that this
was the right thing to do. It was the
moral thing to do. People wanted to be
represented and they needed to be rep-
resented. But the corporation, the mul-
tinational corporation, which, by the
way, is located very close to my dis-
trict, about 2 or 3 miles outside my dis-
trict, they would not recognize them.

So what happened and what has to
happen today in America and in Mexico
and in other places is that you have
got to get the community involved to
get people organized again so they can
stand up for those basic inalienable
rights of being able to assemble, to col-
lective bargaining and the right to
earn their own bread.

And they did that down in Greens-
boro. They got the churches together.
They got the progressive people in the
business communities and they said,
This is wrong. These people decided
they wanted to come together for a de-
cent wage and decent working condi-
tions, and they ought to be recognized.
Through a 3-year struggle they finally
did it.

But even more importantly, they
formed a sense of community out of
that process and that is now being used
to work on education issues and a
whole variety of other issues. We have
gotten off the track a little bit.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I think
that is very much on track. That proc-
ess is being endangered now. If you
wipe out the ability to organize and
you wipe out unions, who have the re-
sources and the know-how to organize,
then you are going to shut off that
whole process.

There is an article in the February
issue of Atlantic Monthly by a very
successful capitalist named George
Soros where he is saying capitalism is
out of control and capitalism is going
to destroy itself because there is so
much great abuse of power. It is going
to end the open society, what I call the
society of checks and balances. Institu-
tions like organized labor become a
check on the power of corporations.
Corporations are running rampant over
everybody so the process of being able
to organize is going to be wiped out.

Mr. BONIOR. There is no counter-
vailing force today like there used to
be. Unions and government used to pro-
vide a balancing against runaway
greed.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, let me
pick up on that point, if I could. Let us
examine that point for a second.

In terms of distribution of wealth in
America, you have the richest 1 per-
cent now owning 42 percent of the
wealth, which is more than the bottom
90 percent. One of the problems that all
of us have is in dealing with the media.
In terms of getting information out to
people, one of the reasons that half the
people in America no longer bother to
vote is they are not getting informa-
tion that is relevant to their lives. Who
owns the media? When we talk about
NAFTA, I remember this very clearly,
it was quite unbelievable, poll after
poll showed that the country was pret-
ty evenly divided. Some were for
NAFTA; some were anti-NAFTA.

We went through every single major
newspaper in the United States of
America, every single one of them.
Were they evenly divided? Were they
two-to-one pro-NAFTA? Every single
one of them was pro-NAFTA, as was
virtually every corporation in Amer-
ica. So you see who owns the media, we
are seeing in terms of contributions to
both political parties. Not an accident
that you have this trade policy. This is
a trade policy that works well for cor-
porate America. It hurts the working
people.

Where does the money come from to
fund the parties? It comes from the
wealthy people. And we see the results
of that in terms of our trade policy. In
almost every aspect of our lives we are
seeing a greater and greater concentra-
tion of wealth and power. And in many
ways I must say this country is begin-
ning to look more like an oligarchy
than it is like a democracy.

Mr. OWENS. Every new NAFTA,
every new GATT adds to that cor-
porate power. It allows them to make
higher and higher profits, 59 percent
since 1993. That is light stuff compared
to what is going on now, I am sure, in
terms of the stock market still boom-
ing. They get more and more wealth to
use to oppress the people who are, the
overwhelming majority in America
who do not have a voice. Like the gen-
tleman said, they own the media. They
snuff out open society. They snuff out
the checks and balances. And they are
going to snuff out the consumer, the
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consumer market that is the driving
engine for capitalism. As Soros puts it,
they are going to destroy themselves if
there is no check and balance on them.

Mr. BONIOR. When you have people
like Soros and the Goldsmith fellow
from Europe, these are very wealthy
and prosperous and well-known capital-
ists in the world starting to speak out
like maybe we are going too far here,
when you have that kind of voice start-
ing to be heard, then you know some-
thing is really out of whack.

When the people at the very top start
to say, wait a minute, maybe we are
piling up too much greed here by get-
ting 294 percent profit increases since
1993.

I want to make one other quick point
here and that is with respect to labor
unions. Then I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

When labor unions were at their peak
in this country, when 35 percent of the
American people in the work force be-
longed to a labor union, they would
produce 90 percent. I will give you the
figure. Late 1950’s, they were producing
90 percent in productivity. They were
getting about 99 percent back in wages.

In about 1974, they were getting
about half of what they were getting in
wages in what they were producing.
And then in the 1980’s, it was about a
third of what they were getting back in
terms of wages from what they were
producing in productivity. So as labor’s
numbers started to decline in terms of
representing people in this country,
from 35 percent in the 1950’s down to
the present, I think 14, 15 percent, their
take, workers’ take in terms of what
they took home was less and less of
what they produced in terms of propor-
tion.

And that is one of the tragedies of
this equation that has now allowed the
corporate folks in America to move
with impunity down to places like
Mexico and exploit workers down there
at 70 cents an hour.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KUCINICH].

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, when
you think about the history of the
growth, the economic growth in this
country, which permitted the rise of
the middle class, which permitted peo-
ple to go from $10 to $15 to even $20 an
hour, it is really somewhat of a miracle
that America sustained this. And then
comes trade agreements like NAFTA
and people start to see those jobs slip
away.

And the question arises, why would
someone pay $20 an hour, let us say, as
opposed to 91 cents an hour, as some
workers in Mexico, are making for ba-
sically doing the same work that some-
one who had a job that paid $20 an hour
did prior to that job leaving?

The reason why you pay that amount
is, in order to maintain a democracy,
you have to make sure people have a
lot of choices, and they have to have a
good income. And that income gives
them the ability to be free economi-
cally. Because let us face it, if you do

not have economic freedom, your polit-
ical freedom is compromised.

Mr. OWENS. And consumer spending
is still two-thirds of our economy. We
are going to wipe out consumer spend-
ing.

Mr. BONIOR. There was a piece writ-
ten by Stanley Sheinbaum, a friend of
mine who lives in California, in his
quarterly that publishes entitled, who
is going to buy the goods. He kind of
lays it all out. If we keep driving wages
down, downward pressure on wages, at
some point in this process, we are not
going to have and our families are not
going to have the wherewithal to make
the purchases that make the engine of
this country run.

Mr. KUCINICH. In 1997 in January,
the Economic Development Corpora-
tion of Tijuana was advertising that
they would pay wages and benefits to-
gether of 91 cents an hour in
maquiladora areas. Those are the kinds
of jobs that are moving to Mexico from
areas like Ohio, manufacturing jobs.

The problem is, though, if you are
making 91 cents an hour, you are not
buying a new home that costs $60,000,
$70,000. You are not buying a new car
that costs $18,000 to $20,000. You are not
purchasing an education for your child
if you are making 91 cents an hour.

The wage level promotes economic
activity in this country that sustains
the type of society we have. If we were
to turn that around and say, what hap-
pens if you make 50 cents in some cases
or 91 cents an hour, you cannot aspire
to those kinds of things which we in
this country have come to expect as
what we call the American way of life.

And the great thing about this coun-
try is that we think we can reach even
higher. Once we reach a certain niche,
we are going to reach a little bit high-
er. We get there, we reach a little high-
er. Now we are finding we cannot do
that because the jobs are starting to go
away and out of this country.

My colleagues raised the issue ear-
lier, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR] and the gentleman from New
York [Mr.OWENS] and the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], all
raised the issue of the attack that is
going on on working people due to
NAFTA, how people are being threat-
ened, look, if you start organizing, we
are going to move your jobs, your jobs
are gone. I got a hold of a Cornell Uni-
versity report which I am sure you are
familiar with.

Mr. BONIOR. That is the one I re-
ferred to, the Labor Department, Cor-
nell did for the Labor Department.
They suppressed it by the way. The
Labor Department would not let it out,
and it finally came out.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I know
the gentleman has seen it because this
is close to his district. And as I read it,
I was shocked when I saw the kinds of
tactics that were used. Would it please
the gentleman, could I read this into
the RECORD. This is a very interesting
report from Cornell. Here is the kind of
things that they found out:

In our follow up interviews with or-
ganizers in campaigns where plant
closing threats occurred, we learned
that specific unambiguous threats
ranged from attaching shipping labels
to equipment throughout the plant
with a Mexican address, to posting
maps of North America with an arrow
pointing from the current plant site to
Mexico, to a letter stating the com-
pany will have to shut down if the
union wins the election.

This is just part of the kinds of
things that were put. They gave the ex-
ample of the ITT automotive plant in
Michigan where the company parked 13
flatbed tractor trailers loaded with
shrink-wrapped production equipment
in front of the plant for the duration of
an organizing campaign that had a hot
pink sign on it which read, Mexico
transfer job.

Now, think about that. That is just
one example. How can people then try
to aspire to a higher wage? How can
people hope for better benefits? How
can they get their health benefits im-
proved? How can they hope that they
will have more time to spend with
their families? They cannot, because
they are held captive by this.

That is one of the reasons why I ap-
preciate, Mr. Speaker, having an oppor-
tunity to participate in this debate
with these gentlemen and in this dis-
cussion of the importance of this issue
to the American people, because it has
real effects. I started off this discus-
sion, I have a list of dozens of cities
that are losing the life blood of the
community because of this trade agree-
ment.

Mr. SANDERS. I think, picking up
on the point of the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KUCINICH], that the truth of
the matter is the average American
worker is scared to death.

Mr. BONIOR. Very scared.
Mr. SANDERS. People are scared to

death precisely because of what the
gentleman is saying. Because if they
stand up for their rights, their com-
pany is going to say, we do not need
you anymore. We are going to Mexico;
we are going to China.

Ultimately I think, after all of this
discussion, after all of what is said and
done, it seems to me our challenge is a
very simple one. It is to tell corporate
America that they no longer have the
right to run all over the world and
throw American workers out on the
street and then be able to bring their
products back into this country duty
free. You do not have to be a genius to
know that you would make a lot more
money paying a Mexican kid or a Chi-
nese young lady 20 or 30 cents an hour
than paying an American worker a liv-
ing wage. And the problem is, we have
allowed them to do that. We have al-
lowed them to run all over the world.
And the end result is what the chart of
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR] tells us, corporate profits are
soaring.

The end result is what Business Week
told us two weeks ago, that the top
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CEO’s in this country saw an increase
in their compensation last year of 54
percent, and they now earn 209 times
what the average American worker
earns. I had not realized that one per-
son is worth 209 times more than an-
other person, that their children are
worth 209 times more than the children
of a worker. It is obscene. It is wrong.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, it is
possible that many Americans for
years and years have understood and
even accepted those kinds of dispari-
ties as long as they had jobs. We all ex-
pect that the bosses and the people
that head the corporations are going to
make more money. What is happening
now, though, is that the salaries are
going up for the officers, and I am all
for people making good salary, but the
workers are losing their jobs.

Mr. BONIOR. They are losing jobs
and finding other jobs that pay consid-
erably less.

What happens when that occurs?
That starts a cycle. Well, you work
overtime or you work two jobs or you
work three jobs, and that cycle pro-
duces a situation where you are not
home at night to see your son or your
daughter’s soccer game. You are not
there for the PTA meeting. All those
other social maladies that we all talk
about and we all wrestle with and
struggle with around here occur. And it
is a vicious cycle. It starts with wages
often.

Mr. KUCINICH. It goes to family val-
ues and democratic values which un-
derpin our ability to celebrate family
values.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
was implying before that the challenge
to us is to stop them from making
products in other countries with the
cheapest possible labor and then bring-
ing them back here to sell them duty
free. That option is gone already.
NAFTA is like the international law.
GATT is international law. You cannot
stop them anymore from bringing
those products back. We will be violat-
ing the treaties that we have already
agreed to.
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Mr. SANDERS. That is why we have

to repeal those pieces of legislation.
Mr. OWENS. That is the task before

us, to repeal those pieces of legislation;
also to do everything possible to get
laws in place which will not allow them
to keep beating down the work force,
to wipe out organized labor.

There are a lot of things we can do
right now to stop this. Our own tax
laws allow the CEO’s of American cor-
porations to earn these obscene sala-
ries. By the way, they earn the highest
salaries in the world.

Mr. SANDERS. By far.
Mr. OWENS. The Japanese CEO’s, the

German CEO’s, and other CEO’s around
the world are not earning those kinds
of salaries.

Mr. BONIOR. Not even close.
Mr. OWENS. And if we had some tax

laws with the people who are making

the profits, instead of the present situ-
ation where individuals and families
are paying 44 percent of the income tax
in this country while corporations are
paying a little more than 11 percent,
there are a lot of things we could do to
help to begin to bring some sense back
into American capitalism.

It was capitalism that worked before.
It worked. Henry Ford recognized it
when he said, ‘‘I really need these peo-
ple to make more money to buy my
cars.’’

Mr. BONIOR. So he paid them 5
bucks an hour.

Mr. OWENS. That was the basic prin-
ciple that ought to be the bedrock of
American capitalism, and they are
throwing it away because we are not
producing workers that can buy the
products any more.

Mr. KUCINICH. I remember a time
when a label that said ‘‘made in Amer-
ica’’ was something you could not help
but see no matter where you went, and
now it is difficult when you shop for
goods and check for a label to find
things that are made in this country.
Again, if they are made in America,
somebody has made them, they had a
job, and they were supporting a family.

And I want to stay on that because,
to me, the essence of supporting the
Democratic tradition in America is to
make sure that people have jobs.

I take issue with our friends over at
the Fed. In a Democratic society, I do
not think there is any such thing as a
certain amount of unemployment nec-
essary to the functioning of the econ-
omy. The fact of the matter is that in
a Democratic society, if we want to
maintain that democracy, we have to
make sure people have a chance to par-
ticipate through their jobs and with a
decent wage level.

That is what NAFTA has affected.
There is a myth. People talk about the
benefits of NAFTA. We have heard peo-
ple say that exports to Mexico have in-
creased. That is true, but what they do
not tell us is that the imports have in-
creased at a higher rate so, therefore,
the trade deficit grows and the job loss
continues.

We will hear people say that the
Mexican workers have a better life.
Well, that is not necessarily true. Be-
cause what has happened, and this will
surprise many people, people think
that it is the Mexican workers that are
benefiting. Not necessarily true. In
1994, before the peso collapsed, real
hourly wages were 30 percent lower
than in 1980, in Mexico. After the peso
fell, the wages fell another 25 percent.

I know that the gentleman from
Michigan has tracked this. Listen to
this. The earnings in the maquiladora
sector are only 60 percent of the former
manufacturing sector. So the Mexican
workers are being attacked as well.

Mr. BONIOR. I was down in Mexico,
in Tijuana, on the border, in the
maquiladora area about 6 weeks ago,
and I had the chance to talk with
workers, visit their villages and their
colonia. They work at very modern fa-

cilities. The Hyundai Company from
Korea and Samsung from Korea and
Panasonic. These are new plants, effi-
cient.

These workers are good workers,
they work hard, but they get paid $5 a
day. 5 bucks a day. And they live in
just very terrible conditions. Their
housing is not good. They live, as I said
earlier, in situations where the water
that they bathe in and drink is con-
taminated. The American Medical As-
sociation called it a cesspool of infec-
tious disease.

These corporations do nothing about
establishing any type of a tax base to
improve the environment, to improve
wages or health conditions. I talked to
one leader of a colonia, that is a vil-
lage, where most of the people worked
at this factory, and he told me that a
lot of his friends and relatives in this
village were losing fingers and hands
because the line was going so fast.
Enough to alarm people. It was not
just one or two.

So since there was no real union rep-
resentation, they decided to shut the
place down for a couple of hours one
day to protest. Of course, he was fired
as the leader. He eventually ended up
in jail when he tried to form an inde-
pendent union.

That is what these people are up
against. They cannot buck an indiffer-
ent government and a corporate men-
tality that just does not want to deal
with this at all. That is the hedge.
That is the wedge, I should say, which
our workers are competing against. It
is this drive to the lowest standard, as
the gentleman from Vermont has said.
What we need to do is raise their stand-
ard up to our level.

Mr. KUCINICH. And that is some-
thing that certainly fast track must be
challenged to do, but it does not do
that. It does not provide for the kinds
of worker and environmental protec-
tions which we need to see established
so that we do not find our standards
under attack.

Mr. BONIOR. These trade agreements
have all kinds of wonderful protection
for property. Intellectual properties,
CD’s, all this type of stuff. We have an
agreement with Mexico where we can
go to jail if we do that, if we pirate the
stuff. When it comes to properties,
there are sanctions and they are tough.
But when it comes to people and the
environment, there is nothing on the
books to protect them.

Mr. KUCINICH. The importance of us
taking a stand on this cannot be re-
peated enough, because I remember
when I was first starting my career,
back in the city of Cleveland, and as all
politicians do, I went through a crowd
and shook hands, and I remember some
of the older men in particular who
worked in the assembly lines. I would
shake hands, but occasionally someone
would come up and they would be miss-
ing fingers or part of their hand was
gone or part of an arm was gone, or
maybe they lost sight of an eye be-
cause a piece of steel went into it or
something at work.
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We realized in this country over a pe-

riod of decades that it was important
to maintain certain safe working con-
ditions and America helped set world
standards for that. We were the ones,
because of the standards we set, which
gave workers everywhere a chance to
be better protected on the job and,
therefore, also help industry become
more efficient because they were not
losing the services of workers who were
performing needed work and did not
want to interrupt it through injury. So
through a whole series of laws, occupa-
tional safety acts and through acts
that dealt with safety in the workplace
and environmental laws, we were able
to guarantee that workers would have
a little bit of protection on the job.

Now, what happens if we do not keep
that standard up there, that standard
starts to slip? Then we are back to the
days where people are not safe in the
workplace.

Mr. SANDERS. If I can interrupt for
a moment, it is not a question of is it
happening. It is happening. Let us not
be naive about this. What is going on
now is the standard of living of the av-
erage American worker is in serious de-
cline. The gap between the rich and the
poor is growing wider. The control of
the political parties is growing sharper
by the very wealthy.

Ultimately, I think as a nation, we
have to ask ourselves how much is
enough? When does it end? How much
do they want: 209 times more than the
workers, 500 times more than their
workers? Will we hear a movement
here to bring back slavery? When does
it end?

We have people in this country, in
my State, that are not working one
job, they are working two jobs and
three jobs, as the gentleman from
Michigan said. I have met a husband
and wife who hardly ever see each
other. They are both working three
part-time jobs. When does it end?

This is a wealthy country. This is a
great country. But we need policy so
that we redevelop our manufacturing
sector; we create decent paying jobs in
this country. With all of the new tech-
nology, the working hours should go
down, should they not? With all these
new machines, people should be produc-
ing more.

Mr. BONIOR. And working less.
Mr. SANDERS. And working less.

Yet what is happening? Just the oppo-
site is happening. And what is the end
result? The end result is corporate
profits soar, CEO salaries soar, and dis-
tribution of wealth becomes more and
more unfair.

Mr. OWENS. We had a capitalism
that worked for both the owners and
the managers and the corporations and
the workers. We had a capitalism that
worked. Common sense will tell us that
the present measures that are being
undertaken, the abuses by the cor-
porate powers, are going to destroy
that capitalism.

I think one appeal we can make to
the American people and the American

voters is to say enough is enough. We
will put some chains on the abilities of
corporations to dictate how our econ-
omy is run.

We need to begin right away to make
the necessary laws, to stop the tremen-
dous abuse of power that is taking
place. We need to exercise common
sense and say we will not take condi-
tions like the present post office is
about to negotiate for a single source
for the postal uniforms. We should say
to the post office, ‘‘No, we demand
those uniforms be made in this coun-
try. Do not go all over the world for
these things.’’ The policeman, the post
office man, whatever uniforms are
being made, we should demand that
they be made in this country.

There are a lot of other common
sense arrangements that we should
start demanding now before we move
to try to repeal NAFTA and GATT and
some of these other laws. We must
wake up because the hour is quite late.

Mr. BONIOR. The tragedy about all
these trade issues, to me, is that we are
moving backwards to the 19th century.
We are establishing wages and working
standards and human rights standards
that are over 100 years old and that our
mothers and our fathers and our ances-
tors and grandparents fought very hard
to change.

People struggled hard to get a livable
wage in this country, to get the right
to organize, the right to strike, the
right to collective bargaining, to estab-
lish a lot of the things in the environ-
ment that were important to us. And
we are just kind of giving it all away
because we are moving to this lower
standard. We are moving to a lower
standard.

This is the most important fight I
have been involved with since I have
been in elected political life, and it is
up to us, I think, to try to demonstrate
and to show our colleagues and the
country that we are in a very, very se-
rious slide unless we develop some
moral force and a countervailing force
to this runaway greed.

The capitalist system is what we
have, and it works well when it works
together with workers and the commu-
nity. But when workers and the com-
munity are not part of the equation,
what we see is what we find in our soci-
ety today, and I do not think many
people like it.

So I thank my colleagues for joining
me this evening. I guess our time is
just about up, and I appreciate their ef-
forts. If they have a last word or two,
I would be delighted to entertain it.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the gen-
tleman for organizing this special
order. We are fighting for our lives, we
are fighting for our parents, we are
fighting for our kids, and I would hope
the American people would get ac-
tively involved in this struggle.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, after
3 years, we need to ask the question: Has
NAFTA been fair to the American people?
Would its expansion be fair to workers and the
environment? Would it be fair to American

consumers? Based on the past 3 years, we’d
have to say, ‘‘no.’’

The basic premise of free trade—that the
manufacturer who makes the best product at
the cheapest price wins—does not constitute
fair trade unless consumers know what they
are buying. Otherwise, that cheap price may
mask dreadful working conditions, inadequate
pay, exploitation of children or environmental
practices that, were they known, would cause
American consumers to make other purchase
decisions: To avoid Mexican tomatoes
sprayed with pesticides banned in the United
States; to refuse to purchase vegetables
picked by children who work in the fields in-
stead of going to school; to reject tuna har-
vested by slaughtering thousands of dolphins.

Most of us remember the TV commercials
‘‘Look for the union label.’’ Americans took
that message to heart, and many shop specifi-
cally for products labeled ‘‘Made in USA.’’
Even in those cases where consumers pur-
chase imported goods, however, they have a
right—and some would argue an obligation—
to know the conditions under which merchan-
dise has been manufactured, and to avoid
purchasing products manufactured under con-
ditions considered abhorrent in this country.

NAFTA is premised on the notion that con-
sumers, not governments, should make deci-
sions about what to purchase. But consumers
cannot make those choices unless they are
provided full information about the products of-
fered to them. And make no mistake: When
we purchase products manufactured under
shocking conditions, we are encouraging
those conditions to persist with our dollars.

It seems like a simple premise: American
consumers have a right to know what they’re
buying.

Who can argue with it? The United States is
the most sought-after market in the world.
Americans purchase more food, more clothing,
more cars, and more toys than anyone else in
the world. It would follow that we’d like to
choose our purchases wisely. What manufac-
turer or retailer wouldn’t support the consum-
ers’ ‘‘right to know’’?

The sad truth is, many manufacturers do not
support that right, and neither do some high in
our own government who should know better.

Two weeks ago, while the parents of Michi-
gan schoolchildren were still reeling from an
outbreak of hepatitis traced to Mexican straw-
berries, Members of Congress from California
and Florida introduced legislation to require
that the country of origin be clearly labeled for
all fresh fruits and vegetables sold in the Unit-
ed States.

Who could disagree? Consumers should
know whether their strawberries came from
Mexico or California, or whether their toma-
toes were grown in Florida or Chile. But amaz-
ingly, it’s not at all that simple—because im-
porters and many retailers—and some in our
own government—don’t want the American
people to know where their purchases come
from, and they certainly don’t want you to
know how they were grown or made. Because
they know—and the polls indicate—that, given
accurate information about the effects of a
product on the environment, children, women,
or worker rights, most consumers will pur-
chase responsibly.

Does all this sound melodramatic? Let’s
look at the facts.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1976 April 29, 1997
Right now, retailers and importers—led by

the American Frozen Food Institute—are ve-
hemently opposing requirements to label fro-
zen foods with the country of origin on the
front of the package, where consumers can
see it clearly at the time of purchase. In fact,
Canada has already filed a protest against
such labeling. Why? Because other countries
believe clear, easy-to-read, conspicuous labels
are a ‘‘nontariff trade barrier.’’ In other words,
American consumers may choose not to pur-
chase an imported item.

Nontariff trade barriers are trade-speak for
anything that might help American consumers
to choose American-made or American-grown
goods over foreign products. And under the
rules of free trade, nontariff trade barriers are
illegal. In fact, under the rules of free trade as
imposed by NAFTA, anything that restricts
trade in any way is illegal—and that includes
information labels on where and how your pur-
chase was made, harvested, or grown.

If Mexico has its way, and we expand
NAFTA to other Latin American nations, Amer-
ican consumers will be unable to determine
where the next load of hepatitis-infected straw-
berries came from, and they’ll no longer be
able to assure their children that their tuna fish
sandwich wasn’t caught at Flipper’s expense.

Within the next few weeks, Congress will be
voting on a bill that will change the meaning
of the famous Dolphin-Safe label found on
every can of tuna in this country for the past
7 years. Dolphins will be chased with heli-
copters and high-speed boats, caught in nets,
seriously injured, mothers separated from their
calves—and as long as no dolphins are ob-
served to die, that tuna will be labeled ‘‘safe’’
for dolphins.

Why?
Because Mexico insists on it. Mexico is well

aware that American consumers will not
choose to purchase tuna caught by harming
dolphins; therefore, to gain a large share of
the U.S. tuna market, they are lobbying to
dupe American consumers into purchasing
tuna labeled with a redefined ‘‘Dolphin Safe’’
label.

The Administration, supporting this change,
offers a thin defense for their capitulation to
Mexico: the Administration asserts that no
studies have been conducted to indicate that
the capture method was not safe for dolphins.
Applying this view to other products would re-
sult in the application of a ‘‘Child Safe’’ label
to toys provided that no studies have been
conducted to prove them harmful to children.
This is a sweeping and damaging precedent
for other U.S. labeling laws designed to pro-
tect and inform American consumers.

This is where NAFTA has brought us.
Now, I do not pretend that these problems

exist only in other nations. Just last week, I
joined with human rights and labor groups to
release a report documenting the systematic
exploitation of foreign workers—mostly young
women—in the sweatshops and other manu-
facturing industries located in our own territory
of the Northern Mariana Islands. My legislation
would compel that territory to meet Federal
standards for minimum wage and immigration,
and would deny manufacturers there the right
to continue to use the ‘‘Made in USA’’ label on
their products unless they were manufactured
in full compliance with our own labor laws.

I conducted that investigation and intro-
duced that bill for the same reasons that moti-
vate me on NAFTA and international trade:

American consumers should not inadvertently
promote and support, with their dollars, the ex-
ploitation of workers, or the rape of the envi-
ronment, or other practices that we will not tol-
erate in this country and should not subsidize
in the name of ‘‘free trade.’’ The trade may be
free, but the workers sure aren’t.

Let’s face the fact that there are nations and
there are businesses that rely on the exploi-
tation of children, women, or the environment
to attract investment in their country. And let’s
face the fact that these nations rely on the
rules and rhetoric of the free trade game to
pull all of us down to the lowest common de-
nominator. The American people should be
outraged.

UNION JOBS LOST DUE TO CUTS IN DEFENSE
SPENDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise this evening to focus on
several major concerns of mine. But let
me say at the outset before beginning
my discussions that I am of the other
party from the gentlemen who just ap-
peared in the well and spoke against
NAFTA, but I as a Republican opposed
NAFTA, voted against NAFTA, and
even more than that, appealed the rul-
ing of the Chair on the bailout of Mex-
ico which the President and the Speak-
er and the majority leader all had
agreed should not come to a floor vote
in this House and which we were not
given privy to vote on.

I think the loss of jobs in this coun-
try because of the North American
Free Trade Agreement is very pro-
nounced. It has certainly hurt the
northeastern Midwestern area, the rust
belt area, and it is something that con-
tinues.

I would grant that the white collar
industries have benefited from NAFTA,
but by and large our manufacturing in-
dustry has, in fact, lost.

But, Mr. Speaker, let me kind of
move into the topic that I want to
focus on tonight, because from the
broadest possible context it, too, deals
with the jobs issue, and for those Mem-
bers who may be in their offices listen-
ing to the discussion of NAFTA, per-
haps there is another segment of the
job loss that was not even discussed
over the past hour. That relates to the
1 million union men and women who
lost their jobs over the past 5 years,
Mr. Speaker, as this President cut de-
fense spending to a level that we have
not seen since before World War II.

Now, we do not hear any talk coming
out of the AFL–CIO leadership on this
issue, and we do not hear much talk
coming out of the mainstream side of
the opposition on this issue, because
they have largely not been supportive
of stabilizing our defense industrial
base. But let us talk about that im-
pact, Mr. Speaker, as I start off my 1-
hour session this evening.

Over the past 5 years, under this ad-
ministration, over 1 million American
workers have lost their jobs, workers

who worked for large defense compa-
nies, small machine shops, subcontrac-
tors, and because of the cuts that this
Congress and this administration have
imposed, largely through an adminis-
tration totally unsupportive of ade-
quate defense spending, 1 million union
workers have become unemployed.
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These are not the fat cat CEO’s that
we heard about being discussed during
the previous hour. These are UAW
workers, these are IUE workers, these
are machinists workers, these are the
building trades workers who do in fact
the bulk of our construction work at
our military sites around the country
that are required under Davis-Bacon
prevailing wage laws to be given a pri-
ority in terms of the jobs that are pro-
vided through our military construc-
tion budget.

We have not heard the AFL–CIO issue
a peep about the loss of these 1 million
jobs nationwide. Yet these workers too,
Mr. Speaker, were paying their union
dues, these workers too were out there
concerned about their families and
being able to feed their kids, but noth-
ing came out of the AFL–CIO or this
administration to protect those work-
ers and the loss of their jobs.

I will grant, Mr. Speaker, that it is a
different world today. I would argue
that one could make the case that it is
actually more destabilized today than
it was when we in fact had Communist
domination of the former Soviet Union.
Then there are those, Mr. Speaker, who
would say we are spending so much
more on the military today that it is
outlandish, that it is outrageous.

Let me take a moment, Mr. Speaker
and talk about defense spending, be-
cause I think we have to put things
into perspective. For those of our con-
stituents who are thinking that we are
spending so much more money on the
military today, let me do a very simple
and basic comparison. There are two
basic ways that a country can compare
its level of defense spending or its level
of Federal spending in any particular
given area. The first is what percent-
age of our gross national product as a
nation is being used to fund our mili-
tary.

Let us take a period of time when we
were at relative peace. The 1960’s, when
John Kennedy was President, we were
at peace. It was after the Korean war
and yet it was before the Vietnam war.
We were not involved in a major inter-
national conflict. During those Ken-
nedy years, Mr. Speaker, we were
spending 9 percent of our gross na-
tional product on the defense budget.
In fact, 52 cents of every Federal dollar
coming into Washington went back to
pay for the military, 52 cents of every
Federal dollar. That was during John
Kennedy’s era.

What about today? In today’s budget,
Mr. Speaker, we are spending less than
3 percent of our gross national product
on the military, and we are spending 16
cents of the Federal tax dollar coming
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into Washington on the military. Any-
one who would compare numbers I
think would admit that is a substantial
decrease in the total amount of Federal
revenues that we are spending on the
military. As we have drawn down that
military, we have in fact drawn down a
significant number of jobs. But there
are those who say, well, out of that 16
cents that we are spending of the Fed-
eral tax dollar on the military, it is
providing so much money for these big
corporations.

Let us look at that issue, also, Mr.
Speaker, because back when John Ken-
nedy was the President, we did not
have an all-volunteer military. Kids
were drafted out of high school, 17, 18,
19 years of age. They were drafted and
they served for far less than the mini-
mum wage. In fact, it was 10, 15 cents
an hour. They were required to serve
their country for a period of 2 years.
Today, Mr. Speaker, we no longer pay
people peanuts to serve in the military.
We have an All-Volunteer Force. Our
kids in the service today, Mr. Speaker,
in fact our men and women, are very
well educated, many of them have col-
lege degrees, they have technical train-
ing. In fact most of them have families.
They have spouses, they have children.

So, therefore, Mr. Speaker, to sup-
port the new military we have today, a
much larger percentage of that 16 cents
goes to pay for education, health care
costs, housing costs, benefits and all of
those quality of life issues that are im-
portant for our new military. So even
though we are only spending 16 cents of
the Federal tax dollar on the military
today as opposed to 52 cents when John
KENNEDY was President, a much larger
portion of that 16 cents goes for the
quality of life for the men and women
who serve in the military.

So when we talk about the defense
budget, Mr. Speaker, we need to put
things into perspective. When someone
says there have been massive increases
in defense spending, go tell that to the
unemployed UAW worker who lost his
or her job 2 years ago. Go tell that to
the machinist who lost his or her job 3
years ago, or go tell it to the union
member from the IUE who was dis-
placed because his company was con-
solidated with another major defense
company, or tell it to one of the build-
ing trades members who had their
basic industry sold down the river be-
cause we have cut back so far in terms
of military construction projects. The
cutbacks in defense spending have been
real, they have been substantive and
they have caused a significant amount
of turmoil in the lives of American
people, not just a few hundred, not just
a few thousand, but over 1 million men
and women out of work. That does not
include the cutbacks in the Pentagon
itself. What I am talking about are the
union workers across this country who
have negatively been impacted by the
cutbacks in defense spending.

What can we do about this, Mr.
Speaker? The President is driving all of
this debate from the bully pulpit at the

White House, and I want to end my
comments later on this evening talking
about how the President is using the
bully pulpit to convey the wrong mes-
sage to America and to our people. But
let me talk about some options that we
in the Congress are in fact pursuing.
The President has some options in
terms of defense spending, and I would
support any one of these options.

First of all, he could raise the top
line in terms of the amount of money
that we spend on the military, and I
would vote for that and I would support
it. I do not want a massive increase,
but I do want a stable funding level, be-
cause the reason we have a strong mili-
tary is not just to respond in wars but
to deter aggression. There has never
been a nation that has been attacked
or taken down because it was too
strong, and so a stable funding base for
the military is the key number one pri-
ority that we should work for.

I would support the President if he
asked me to vote for additional money
for the military, as this Congress pro-
vided in each of the last 2 years. But
the President has not yet said he would
do that. There is a second alternative,
Mr. Speaker, for the President. He
could decrease the amount of money
coming out of the Defense Depart-
ment’s budget for environmental miti-
gation. Most people do not realize this,
Mr. Speaker, but as we have cut de-
fense spending to 16 cents of the Fed-
eral tax dollar collected in Washing-
ton, we are currently spending $12 bil-
lion of that money not for guns and
missiles, not for the salaries of our
troops and not for the CEOs of the de-
fense companies; we are spending $12
billion of that DOD money for what is
called environmental remediation. In
fact, much of that money is going to
lawyers who are suing each other over
how clean we are going to leave a
former military site.

What is especially troubling to me,
Mr. Speaker, as someone who takes
great pride in my pro-environmental
voting record is that we have gone too
far in this area. What was at one point
in time a military base where the chil-
dren of military personnel lived and
played on the playgrounds and went to
the schools on that base, as soon as
that base has been closed through the
base closing process, then we are told
that that facility is unacceptable, that
it is a danger, it is a toxic site. It was
okay when the kids of those military
personnel were there, but now all of a
sudden it is being closed, we have to
take extreme measures because that
complex is no longer safe for human
beings to be around.

We do have to clean up sites, Mr.
Speaker. Everyone acknowledges that.
But $12 billion out of the DOD budget
this year is too much of a price to pay
when we have other needs that are cur-
rently not being met.

So I have said to this President pub-
licly that I will support him if he will
work to help us reduce the amount of
environmental spending coming out of

the DOD bill. That would provide some
support for these workers that we have
heard about tonight who have been dis-
placed from their jobs.

There is a third alternative, also, Mr.
Speaker, that I would support, and that
is the need for this President to do
more than just commit our troops
around the world in terms of peace-
keeping operations or stabilization op-
erations. There was a huge debate on
the floor of this House about whether
or not we should commit to the Presi-
dent’s decision to put our troops into
Bosnia. The debate was not about
whether or not we support America’s
need as the world leader to go into
Bosnia with our allies. That was not
the concern of most of our colleagues.
The debate, Mr. Speaker, was why
should the United States put 36,000
troops in the theater of operation of
Bosnia when the Germans right next
door are only committing 4,000 troops
or perhaps the Japanese, who cannot
provide troops, are not putting enough
in the way of dollars in to support that
operation?

The problem in this Congress, Mr.
Speaker, is that this administration
has an internationalist foreign policy
with an isolationist defense budget.
There have been more deployments by
this President in the last 5 years than
in the previous 50 years, more deploy-
ments in the last 5 years than in the
previous 50 years. Every time this
President deploys our troops to Haiti,
to Bosnia, to Somalia, to Macedonia,
the taxpayers foot the bill. Where does
that money come from? Since the
President did not plan for any of those
deployments, he goes into the defense
budget and he robs the accounts to pay
for the weapons systems that then
cause these union workers to lose their
jobs.

That is unfair, Mr. Speaker, and so
the third alternative for this President
is to say that he will work with us so
that when he commits to deploy our
troops that he is willing to go out and
get the support of our allies to help pay
for that deployment. That is what
President Bush did in Desert Storm. In
fact, in Desert Storm the total cost of
that operation was around $52 billion.
The amount of money that we col-
lected from our allies to help pay for
that was around $54 billion. It was en-
tirely funded by those people who bene-
fited from our presence. That is not the
case in Bosnia, and that is not the case
in Haiti.

In fact, we are going to be asked to
vote in a few short days on a supple-
mental appropriations bill to provide
more money for Bosnia. It is not again
a question of paying our fair share, it
is a question of why should the U.S.
pay the brunt of this cost alone, espe-
cially when it has not been pro-
grammed in the defense budget and is
simply robbing other programs that
are important to the security of our
kids as they serve around the world on
the deployments made by this Presi-
dent.
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In fact, Mr. Speaker, we need to send

a signal that while America will be a
vital partner in helping to stabilize
these regional conflicts, America can-
not and should not go it alone in terms
of funding these operations. We should
not be the only entity in the world that
picks up the tab.

In fact, we found out in Haiti that we
not only were paying for our troops, we
were paying for the housing and food
costs of other troops, in one case about
1,000 troops from Bangladesh. We found
out in Bosnia that we were paying the
housing and food costs of troops com-
ing from other European and Scandina-
vian countries.

Mr. Speaker, that is not what is in
the best interests of our country, and
that is not helping us maintain our de-
fense industrial base and also these
jobs that my colleagues talked about
over the past hour that have been lost
not just because of a free trade agree-
ment like NAFTA, which I opposed,
but also because of the unprecedented
cuts in defense spending.

There are some things this Congress
is doing separate from this administra-
tion that I think we can be proud of,
and I want to talk about those for a
moment. We are looking at every pos-
sible opportunity to see where we can
take the money that we are spending
on the Defense Department and use
that to help us solve other problems. In
fact, Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we will
have 2,000 of the Nation’s emergency
responders come to Washington. Many
of them are already here this evening
in their hotel rooms, perhaps watching
our program this evening. They are
coming to Washington because tomor-
row evening we will have the Ninth An-
nual Congressional Fire and Emer-
gency Services Caucus dinner.

This dinner, Mr. Speaker, brings
leaders from every State, from every
large city and small community of
those people who day in and day out re-
spond to our disasters, not just fires.
These are the men and women who re-
spond to the Murrah office building in
Oklahoma City, to the World Trade
Center that was bombed, to the recent
floods in North Dakota and the Mid-
west floods that occurred, to the Long
Island wildlands fires, the California
forest fires, the hurricanes in Florida
and the Carolinas and the earthquakes
in California. These are the men and
women who day in and day out respond
to every disaster this country has.
They represent 1.2 million men and
women in 32,000 organized departments
across this Nation, in every county and
every city. They are here tomorrow so
that we can celebrate who they are and
what they do.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, you will be our
keynote speaker tomorrow evening and
you will follow the speakers we have
had in the past. Last year we had Vice
President AL GORE and we had Senate
Majority Leader Bob Dole. The year be-
fore that we had President Clinton, and
the year before that we had President
Clinton. In previous years to President

Clinton, we had President Bush, we had
Vice President Quayle, we had Ron
Howard and the entire cast of
‘‘Backdraft’’ the year that it was un-
veiled. It is our way of showing our
thanks to these men and women who
respond to our disasters day in and day
out in this country.

Mr. Speaker, 85 percent of these peo-
ple are volunteers. They are not paid
for what they do. It is kind of interest-
ing, we just had the volunteerism sum-
mit in Philadelphia and up until I
raised a lot of stink with the adminis-
tration the volunteers were not even
invited to participate in that event.
They are the only group of volunteers
that I know of each year in America
that lose 80 to 100 of their people, who
lose their lives in the course of per-
forming their volunteer activities, be-
cause that is how many fire and emer-
gency services personnel are killed
each year. On average between 100 and
120 and on average between 80 and 100
of them are volunteer fire and EMS
personnel. They will all be here tomor-
row as we talk about how we can assist
them.

What does that have to do with the
defense bill? Our military is our inter-
national defender. It is the group of
people who protect us overseas. The
fire and EMS people are our domestic
defender. But there are many lessons
that could be learned one to the other.
So as a major part of our day tomor-
row, Mr. Speaker, we are going to focus
on that interaction, an interaction
that began years ago that we continue
today.
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In fact, in the morning we will have
a 11⁄2 hour session where I have the
leading research and development peo-
ple from the Army, the Navy, the Air
Force and the Marines and the Depart-
ment of Defense and DARPA coming
in, showcasing new technology that we
are developing for terrorist incidents
that can be made available for fire and
EMS people in every city in the coun-
try. We are going to be showcasing re-
sources. We are going to be showcasing
training so that these men and women
who are first responders in this coun-
try to every disaster will have the best
possible tools and resources as they ap-
proach these situations on a day-to-day
basis.

As 12:45, Mr. Speaker, here in the
Capitol, actually outside the Rayburn
Office Building, we will showcase the
new Marine Corps capability to deal
with chemical and biological incidents.
We will simulate a gas attack on one of
the office buildings, and our Marine
Corps special response team that was
initiated in Congress last year will be
deployed from Camp LeJeune, and they
will come up and they will showcase
the way they would handle an incident
of this type in any city in America.

Now that is a beginning of a process
of bringing together our military with
those domestic responders who have to
meet these needs on a daily basis in

our cities and our towns. So what are
we doing with the military? As we face
the threat of terrorism in our cities
and our towns, we are beginning to
bring together the local emergency re-
sponse personnel with the professionals
and the Defense Department so that
they can learn from one another, so
that they have access to the resources
that will allow them to respond to
these situations wherever and when-
ever they might occur.

In fact, we will also be announcing,
Mr. Speaker, tomorrow a new series of
legislative initiatives to assist the fire
service. We will announce the fact that
the Federal Communication Commis-
sion has decided to set aside the mega-
hertz that are necessary to protect the
communications capability of our
emergency responders to the 21st cen-
tury. We will be announcing a plan to
allow the use of community develop-
ment block grant monies, up to 25 per-
cent to be used by local counties and
cities to assist in fire and emergency
planning and response. We will be an-
nouncing an effort to establish a na-
tional low-interest loan program not to
give money away, but to provide low-
cost financing assistance so that local
fire and EMS personnel can have the
money available to them at a dis-
counted rate to buy the equipment and
the materials that we are going to
showcase that are being developed
through our military today.

We are also going to announce efforts
to establish an expedited process for
excess Federal property so that local
fire and EMS personnel across the
country can get access to that surplus
Defense Department material when it
first becomes available. We are also
going to be announcing the establish-
ment of an effort to have in place a na-
tional urban search and rescue training
center and a national chemical biologi-
cal training center. And finally, Mr.
Speaker, we will be announcing plans
to complete a study as to what it
would take to connect to the Internet
all of our emergency response institu-
tions in America, all 32,000 of them.

The point here is, Mr. Speaker, that,
yes, we are cutting back on the Defense
Department’s budget, but we are look-
ing at every possible opportunity to
showcase defense technology to be used
and applied in our inner cities, to be
used and applied in our small commu-
nities so that where we have training
and where we have preparation taking
place that can benefit and help us and
we have disasters, that is in fact tak-
ing place on a regular ongoing basis.
That is saving the taxpayers money,
and it is making the best possible
usage of our Defense Department in-
vestment.

There is another area, Mr. Speaker,
that we are also working on that is giv-
ing us a great return as we look to find
ways to improve the investment in our
Defense Department. In fact, last year
in a series of hearings that I chaired as
a chairman of the Research and Devel-
opment Subcommittee, I found out
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that we had nine separate Federal
agencies that were responsible for
studying the oceans through oceano-
graphic efforts, nine separate Federal
agencies. I learned through our hear-
ings, Mr. Speaker, one hearing in
Washington, one up in Rhode Island
and one out in California, that these
agencies were not coordinating their
effort, that each of them was doing
oceanographic work, but none of them
were sharing information and tech-
nology in a real-time way.

I also learned, Mr. Speaker, that the
largest funding for oceanographic work
is done by the Navy. The Navy does
this because it is important for our
Navy to understand the mapping of the
ocean floor. It is important for our
Navy to understand sonar for transmit-
ting data and information through the
oceans. It is important for our Navy to
understand literal waters. And so in
convening these hearings we found out
the Navy, in fact, through the Office of
the Oceanographer, is leading the coun-
try in terms of research in the oceans.
Yet we found out that we are missing a
golden opportunity, because while the
Navy was leading that effort dollar-
wise, much of that data that is not sen-
sitive was not being transmitted to
NOAA or to NASA or to the Fish and
Wildlife Service or to other Federal
agencies that have similar responsibil-
ities in understanding the ocean eco-
system and understanding why fishing
stocks are declining around the world
and understanding why coral reefs are
being hampered and hurt or understand
why we are having extensive pollution
of the waters of the world.

So with that in mind, last year Con-
gressman PATRICK KENNEDY and I in-
troduced the Oceans Partnership Act
that for the first time would bring to-
gether all nine Federal agencies work-
ing with the Department of Defense
and the Navy. Senator LOTT worked
the bill on the Senate side, and the bot-
tom line is, Mr. Speaker, that bill is
now law. The President signed that
into law when he signed into law the
Defense Authorization Act, and this
year we now have a new oceans part-
nership arrangement. All nine Federal
agencies are together under a steering
committee chaired by the Secretary of
the Navy so that now in this country,
through our Federal Government, not
only is the military doing what it
needs to do to understand the oceans,
but wherever and whenever possible
they are sharing that technology and
data with the environmental move-
ment and with our environmental
agencies so that we maximize the re-
turn on the taxpayers’ dollars.

The bottom line is we get more bene-
fit for that. The taxpayers get more
out of their dollar. It is not just for the
military, for the hard cold facts of
what it needs to understand to go to
war or to prepare for war, but it also
provides us with the resources to bet-
ter understand and deal with the envi-
ronment.

With that in mind, Mr. Speaker, in
this city on May 19 and 20 and 21 I am

pleased to announce that we will be
hosting the world’s largest ever con-
ference on the oceans entitled ‘‘Oceans
and Security.’’ This 3-day conference is
being co-hosted by ACOPS, the Advi-
sory Council on Protecting the Seas of
which I am the U.S. vice president,
COERI which is the Council of Oceano-
graphic and Educational Research In-
stitutions, which represents every
major oceanographic and marine
science institution in America from
Scripts to Woods Hole, and GLOBE
which is an organization entitled Glob-
al Legislators for a Balanced Environ-
ment where legislators from the Japa-
nese Diet, the Russian Duma, the U.S.
Congress and the European Parliament
come together at least twice a year on
common environmental agendas. These
three groups are all coming to Wash-
ington, and on those 3 days in the
House Office Building, the Longworth
Building, and in the Senate Office
Building and on this Hill, we will have
300 delegates representing 45 nations
who are coming here to focus for 3 days
on how we can cooperate on oceans and
security.

Now when we talk about security, we
are not just talking about military se-
curity. We are talking about food secu-
rity, we are talking about environ-
mental security, we are talking about
research and defense and economic se-
curity.

So for those 3 days we will have high-
level delegations from China, from
Russia, from the South American coun-
tries, Central American countries, Eu-
ropean countries, the Middle East, Can-
ada and Mexico, all coming together to
focus on how we can cooperate, how
our militaries can cooperate and how
we, as nations, can cooperate to pro-
tect the oceans. In the end it will be a
better investment of the American tax-
payers’ dollars to further assist us in
understanding what we can do collec-
tively with the world community to
protect the oceans of the world and
provide the security in the four areas
that I have mentioned tonight.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, Vice President
GORE will give the speech on Tuesday
evening of the conference right here in
Statuary Hall, and on Monday evening
at what promises to be one of the most
historical events in this city, Woods
Hole Laboratory is bringing the newest
oceanographic research ship, paid for
by U.S. tax dollars through the Navy,
to Washington where it will be un-
veiled in Alexandria. The ship will be
tied up here for 3 days, we will be
erecting tents, and on those 3 days, es-
pecially on Monday evening, we will
unveil the Atlantis. We will take Mem-
bers of Congress and the foreign dele-
gates on board the ship, we will have
on board the deep-diving submersible
Alvin, we will showcase the tech-
nologies that we are working on to bet-
ter understand and protect the world’s
oceans.

The bottom line of these 3 days, Mr.
Speaker, is that you and Senator LOTT
who will both be keynote speakers of

the conference, Vice President GORE
representing both parties, about 40
Members of Congress representing both
parties, and representatives of 45 na-
tions will come together to talk about
how we can cooperate on understand-
ing the oceans of the world, and, Mr.
Speaker, the facilitator is the Depart-
ment of Defense; again, Mr. Speaker,
the primary purpose being to provide
our security, but showing that we in
fact can benefit in a number of areas
from that investment that we are mak-
ing in terms of the military.

Now in each of these cases, Mr.
Speaker, in the antiterrorism coopera-
tion that we will showcase tomorrow
on the Hill and later in May in the en-
vironmental context that we will show-
case at the oceans conference, this
Congress is taking the lead in showing
that, yes, we want to find ways to bet-
ter spend our DOD money. But, Mr.
Speaker, we cannot continue to have a
course that takes us in a direction of
cutting back so dramatically the de-
fense resources for this Nation as we
have seen over the past 5 years.

Mr. Speaker, let me shift for a mo-
ment and talk about that spending. I
mentioned terrorism is one of our top
priorities, and it is. Members on both
sides of the aisle feel very strongly
that we have to do more to protect our
cities and our towns from the threat of
a terrorist attack, and we are going to
show some of that technology and that
cooperation tomorrow. But, Mr. Speak-
er, one of the second biggest threats
that many of us feel that we face is
from the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction and especially the
proliferation of missiles.

Mr. Speaker, if there has been one
area where this Congress has disagreed
more fundamentally with the President
then any other area, it has been the
area of missile defense. Over the past 2
years, Mr. Speaker, I have seen unprec-
edented votes in this body in disagree-
ment with this President on missile de-
fense spending. In fact, 2 years ago we
plused up in our defense bill $1 billion
over what the President requested in
our missile defense accounts. We did
the same thing last year. In the 11
years that I have been here, Mr. Speak-
er, I have never seen a defense bill, and
I do not think we have ever had one in
recent history where 301 Members of
Congress voted in the affirmative, not
just Republicans, but most of our Dem-
ocrat colleagues, to support a defense
bill that made a statement to this ad-
ministration, and that statement was a
very simple one. It was:

Mr. President, you are not focusing
enough on the threat that is there and
emerging in terms of missile prolifera-
tion, and you need to understand that.

Now, Mr. Speaker, that is an impor-
tant point that I want to focus on be-
cause this President has been driving
the debate nationwide that says that
we do not need to focus on defense, the
world is so much more safer today,
There is no longer a threat to the secu-
rity of the American people. While I do
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not want to go to the other extreme,
Mr. Speaker, and create some kind of a
Cold War mentality, because I think
that is equally wrong, the President is
doing this country a terrible disservice.
One hundred forty-five times the Presi-
dent has made speeches where he has
included the following phrase. In fact,
three of those speeches were right up
at the podium right in front of where
you stand, Mr. Speaker. In three State
of the Union speeches, our President
has made this statement. Looking at
the American people through national
television, he said:

You can sleep well tonight because
for the first time in the last 50 years
there are no Russian missiles pointed
at your children.

Mr. Speaker, as the Commander in
Chief, the President knows he cannot
prove that. We have had testimony in
our House committees. In fact, the
chief of Russian targeting for Russia
has testified on national TV that they
will not allow us to have access to
their targeting processes, just as we
will not allow the Russians to have ac-
cess to ours. But on 145 occasions,
three times from the well of this Cham-
ber, the Commander in Chief of this
country has said you can sleep well,
there are no missiles pointed at our
children. Yet, Mr. Speaker, he cannot
verify that. He cannot prove it. And,
Mr. Speaker, furthermore, if he could
prove it, which he cannot, and which
his generals including General
Shalikashvili have said on the record
he cannot prove; if he could prove it,
all of our experts on the record have
said that you can retarget a long-range
ICBM in less than 10 seconds.
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But do you see, Mr. Speaker, the

point is not so much that particular
issue, but when the President makes
that speech 145 times, 3 times in front
of a national audience, on college cam-
puses, in front of national groups, he
uses the bully pulpit to create the per-
ception that there is no longer a threat
to the American people or allies. And
that is so deadly wrong, Mr. Speaker,
because it drives the American people
into believing that we have a false
sense of security. And once again, I do
not want to recreate the cold war, but
I want the President to be honest in his
assessment of what the threat is world-
wide. And that is not an honest assess-
ment, Mr. Speaker, at least not accord-
ing to the key generals who run the
Pentagon.

When the President makes that
speech, he drives all of our constitu-
ents into believing that we are doing a
disservice when we want to stabilize
defense spending, that we are doing the
American taxpayers a disservice when
we want to protect programs that pro-
vide those jobs my colleagues talked
about that were lost over the past 5
years. We do not want to dramatically
increase defense spending; we want to
stabilize it.

Mr. Speaker, there is currently a
major struggle going on between this

Congress and both Members of the
Democrat and Republican Parties and
this President over how fast and how
quickly we should deploy missile de-
fense systems. Now this administration
has come out publicly, Mr. Speaker,
and they said they are for theater mis-
sile defenses.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, their new pro-
jections are that we will not have a
new system in place until at the earli-
est 2004. Let me recount the impor-
tance of this for my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker. In 1991, we had the largest
loss of life that this country has expe-
rienced in recent years in one military
incident, when our young, brave sol-
diers were killed in that desert in
Saudi Arabia by that low-quality Scud
missile. They were killed because we
had no system that could warn them or
take out that one Scud missile.

When those 28 kids were killed, many
of them from my home State of Penn-
sylvania, Congress was in a state of
shock. Congress said, why do we not
have a system in place? So the Con-
gress, in a bipartisan move, passed the
Missile Defense Act of 1991. Now that
act was, rather simply, Mr. Speaker, it
said two things: First of all, that the
Defense Department shall deploy a
highly effective theater missile defense
system as soon as possible to protect
our troops.

The second part of that act said that
by the year 1996, America should de-
ploy a national missile defense system.
Well, Mr. Speaker, 1996 came and went.
We are now in 1997. We are still fight-
ing that battle even though it was the
law of the land.

Let me tell you what the most recent
projections are. The administration is
now telling us that they will be lucky
to field our first highly effective thea-
ter missile defense system in the year
2004. What that means, Mr. Speaker, is,
if the administration is right, and they
are now hedging on that date, that it
will have taken us 13 years from the
date those kids were killed in Saudi
Arabia until we have a system de-
ployed that can prevent a future kill-
ing of our kids from a low-quality Scud
missile.

Now the missile defense organization,
the Pentagon tells us they probably
cannot even make 2004, that is prob-
ably too optimistic. Now is the threat
greater today than it was in 1991? Un-
fortunately, Mr. Speaker, it is our in-
telligence community that told us a
few years ago not to worry, there were
no emerging threats coming forward
that we have to worry about, we will
handle the Scud missiles that are used,
we will take them out, even though we
did not take out all the Iraqi launchers
both during and after the invasion of
Kuwait and our response to that inva-
sion.

But let me tell you, Mr. Speaker,
about some very troubling events that
have occurred over the past several
weeks. First of all, the media has been
reporting that Iran has now deployed a
version of a Russian rocket called a

Katyusha rocket that has a range of
around 800 to 900 kilometers, which
means it could hit Israel and many of
our key allies in that part of the world.
That was a development that many of
us were not expecting, according to
what our intelligence committee told
us.

Even more troubling, Mr. Speaker,
are the press accounts that are coming
out from Japanese sources and some
United States sources that tell us that
the newest missile coming out of North
Korea, the No Dong missile, that we
were told would not be deployed prob-
ably until the turn of the century, is
now in fact either deployed or ready to
be deployed by North Korea after just
one test.

What does that mean, Mr. Speaker?
That means every one of our 70-some-
thousand kids, when I say kids I mean
our troops, that are currently sta-
tioned in South Korea and Japan and
in Okinawa are within the range of
that missile that we know can go as far
as 1,300 kilometers.

That means, Mr. Speaker, that we
now have a risk either today or very
shortly that we cannot defend against
because we have not taken the aggres-
sive steps that this Congress mandated
to deploy a theater missile defense sys-
tem quickly, and we are going to have
to wait until, at the earliest, 2004 to
have that highly effective system in
place.

Mr. Speaker, that is the heart of the
debate over defense spending in this
Congress between this Congress and
this administration. Now we are also
concerned, Mr. Speaker, because the
administration does not want to work
with us on a national missile defense
system. They told us last year they
were pursuing a three-plus-three sys-
tem, 3 years of development and 3
years to deploy a system that would
protect America’s mainland.

The American people and my con-
stituents back home cannot believe
and cannot imagine that America, with
all of its might, has no system today
that can defend our country against an
accidental launch of a long-range ICBM
coming from Russia or China or any
other rogue nation. You said that is
not true currently, we have to have
that capability. And I say no.

As the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Military Research and Develop-
ment, I will tell you pointblank, we
have no system or capability today to
take out any incoming missile. Now
the administration would say we do
not need it, we have treaties. The ABM
Treaty, Mr. Speaker, only applies to
the United States and to Russia. Even
though the administration is trying to
expand it to include other former Rus-
sian states, it does not apply to them.
So it does not apply to North Korea, to
China, it does not apply to the rogue
nations that are trying to get missiles
that said they would use them if they
had them against us; it only applies to
us and Russia.

So, therefore, Mr. Speaker, we can-
not rely on the ABM Treaty. We need a
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physical capability to defend our coun-
try. Do we need a massive system that
the media has trivialized in the past
that would protect our entire country.
We are not talking about that. We are
talking about a very limited system
that could protect us perhaps against
five incoming missiles, that is all.

Two years ago we pulled provisions
in the defense bill to require that kind
of system to be deployed by the year
2003, and the administration would not
buy that. And today we are now look-
ing at a situation we probably will not
have a national missile defense capa-
bility until perhaps 2005. That is to-
tally unacceptable, Mr. Speaker.

Why do I say it is unacceptable? Am
I fearful that the Russians are going to
attack us? No, I am not. I worked with
Russia perhaps as much as any Member
of this body, and you know that, Mr.
Speaker. In fact, I will be taking a del-
egation of our colleagues, bipartisan
delegation to Moscow in May of this
year for the second time I have been
there this year. It will be my 9th or
10th trip. I share the new initiative
with the Russian duma. My counter-
part is the deputy speaker Mr.
Shokhin. I want Russia to succeed.

I am not concerned about Russia at-
tacking us. But Mr. Speaker, as we all
know, Russia is an unstable country
today. Many of their military has not
been paid for months. In fact, they are
trying to sell off their hardware and
technology. The evidence of the further
reliance on their strategic weapons is
such that, because their conventional
military is suffering and because the
Russians are fearful, they rely much
more on their offensive strategic weap-
ons than ever before in their history.

Now what does that mean? That
means a higher potential for risk of an
accidental launch. Is there evidence of
that? Just 2 years ago, Mr. Speaker, in
January, the Russians have been noti-
fied by the Norwegians that Norway
was going to launch a weather rocket
to do some weather monitoring. The
Russians were told in advance this was
going to take place. The Russians,
however, are so paranoid because of
their conventional force breakdown;
and, so, relying on their strategic force
that when this weather rocket went off
from Norway, the Russian defensive
alert system put the entire country on
an alert that would have caused within
60 seconds an offensive response.

They admitted on the record in Mos-
cow media and media all over the
world, Boris Yeltsin admitted that it
was one of the first times in recent
years that the black box carried
around by the President of Russia him-
self was activated in response to a
weather rocket that they had notified
the Russians they were going to launch
in advance.

That meant Russia was within 60 sec-
onds of activating that response that
all of us fear would have happened one
day. Would it have been deliberate? No.
But those are the kinds of concerns
that we have in this country.

Now there is also an attempt to sell
a mobile version of Russia’s most so-
phisticated rocket, called the SS–25,
that can be hauled in the back of a
trailer. They have over 400 of these
launchers in Russia. How long is it
going to take before one of those
launchers gets in the hands of a Third
World nation and then we have a
threat that is not covered by the ABM
Treaty that we have to be prepared to
respond to?

Those are the issues that we face, Mr.
Speaker, and those are the issues that
dominate our defense debate this year.
Over the next several weeks, we will be
moving into markup of the 1998 defense
authorization bill. We are being very
up front with the administration, Mr.
Speaker; we do not want business as
usual.

Over the past 6 years, this adminis-
tration has decimated the defense of
our country, it has caused the loss of
over a million jobs. We, in the Con-
gress, have tried to make up for that.
Each of the past 2 years, Democrats
and Republicans alike joined together
and plussed up $10 billion 1 year and $5
billion in the other year to put money
back into programs that our service
chiefs said they could not live without.
That is going to be the same battle this
year, Mr. Speaker.

It is not about parochial issues of
weapon systems in Members’ directs
because 98 percent of the funds that we
put in the defense addition last year
and years before were items requested
by other chiefs. In fact, General
Shalikashvili briefed Secretary Perry
last year, said to the Secretary, we
need $60 billion just to buy replace-
ment equipment for the military. We
never saw that briefing in Congress.

When Secretary Perry came in and
briefed us in the House and the Senate,
when he had Shalikashvili sitting next
to him, unable to tell what he was real-
ly thinking or said, Secretary Perry
said, we could live with $40 or $45 bil-
lion.

What does that mean? That means 1
billion people have been cast out of
their positions in this country all over
America. But more important, it
meant, Mr. Speaker, that we are jeop-
ardizing the lives of our young soldiers.

What do I mean by that, Mr. Speak-
er? I can tell you, as we slip programs
out, as this administration does day
after day after day, we drive up the
cost of those programs and we make it
so that they will not be into full pro-
duction for 5, 10, or 15 years down the
road. That is the battle we are facing
this year.

The administration wants to keep all
these major programs alive. They want
to build three new tactical aviation
programs. They want to build the F–22,
the joint strike fighter, the F18F. They
want to build a new attack submarine.
They want to build another aircraft
carrier. They want to build the arsenal
ship. They want to build the Coman-
che, the V–22. They want to build the
battlefield master program of the 21st

century. And they want to do all of
this with a budget that is impossible to
meet the needs of the military today.

What we are saying this year, Mr.
Speaker, is you cannot do that. This
President and this administration has
got to say no to some programs. If they
are not going to raise top-line defense
numbers, if they are not going to cut
into the vertical costs, if they are not
going to help us get our allies to pay
for the cost of our operations when we
deploy our troops around the world,
then they have got to cut some sys-
tems; they cannot keep treading water
because we are holding companies’ and
workers’ lives outside there thinking
that some day down the road some new
administration is going to rapidly in-
crease defense spending.

That is where the debate is coming
down this year. We are doing our part,
Mr. Speaker. We are trying to show
ways where we can use defense activi-
ties to help us in other areas. I said two
of them tonight, in the environmental
area and in the area of terrorism. But
that is still not enough, Mr. Speaker.

We are in an impossible situation;
and I would ask our colleagues, as we
approach a debate on the defense bill,
to understand that we are at a histori-
cal crossroads. If we are not going to
find other ways to free up some money
out of that 16 cents that we spent in
this year’s Federal tax dollar, then we
have got to cut some programs and
cause more people to lose their jobs or
we have got to transfer more people
out of the military because this admin-
istration will not address any one of
the three areas that I talked about
that would help us deal with this budg-
et problem that we are facing this
year. Cut the deployment rate or get
our allies to pick up more of the cost of
it. Cut the environmental costs or raise
the top-line number.
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If you do not do any of those three
things, then you have no choice but to
cut the troop strength, the end
strength, which I know they do not
want to do, or cut some big ticket pro-
grams. When you cut big ticket pro-
grams, I hope all of those AFL-CIO
members out there who listened to the
hour before me talk about NAFTA’s
impact will remember the 1 million
brothers and sisters of theirs who were
laid off over the past 5 years in defense
plant after defense plant around this
country. These were not people making
15 cents, these were people who were
middle income Americans. These were
UAW workers, machinist workers, IUE
workers, building trades workers, all of
them today who are out of a job.

The hypocrisy of this administration,
Mr. Speaker, scares me. But I want to
say to this administration, because
Members of both parties in this Con-
gress have been trying to tell the story
of what the threat is and what we must
do to meet the need that is provided to
us as a threat, how we must provide
the dollar commitment to our troops
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to fund these priorities that are identi-
fied as being critical to our military
and also look for opportunities to share
technology.

Now I talked about what the impact
is when we cut these programs. Well,
let me give one example. The work-
horse of the Marine Corps is the CH–46
helicopter. It has been the workhorse
of the Marine Corps since the Vietnam
War. We should have replaced the CH–
46 10 years ago. We have now slipped
the replacement program to a point
where it is going to cost us $5 billion
extra dollars. We are going to be flying
CH–46 helicopters when they are 55
years old. Now, what does that mean to
a Marine?

Well, Mr. Speaker, if the constituents
that we serve have young sons who are
flying Marine helicopters, they need to
understand that those young kids fly-
ing those 46s during a combat situation
have to carry 18 troops. Oh, by the way,
they cannot train carrying 18 troops,
they only can carry 6 to 8 because of
the age of the aircraft.

Those young pilots, when they fly
this CH–46 in a combat situation, have
to be able to do evasive maneuvering.
But Mr. Speaker, those young pilots
cannot train doing evasive maneuver-
ing because of the age of the aircraft.

Mr. Speaker, those young pilots have
to be able to fly at night in combat sit-
uations. But Mr. Speaker, because of
the age of the aircraft, they have to
put masking tape over the instrumen-
tation panel so they can fly during
evening hours.

What does that mean? That means
we have more accidents with CH–46s.
That means we have more kids killed
and more kids injured. So by slipping
these programs out, Mr. Speaker, we
are not talking about CEOs of compa-
nies, we are not even talking about
jobs. We are talking about threatening
the lives of those people who are there
to protect our country and our allies.
That is the worst possible decision that
we could make, to delay a program
that directly affects the life of a young
person serving our military.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to pay attention to the debate
this year on the defense bill. I would
encourage my colleagues tomorrow to
come out and show their enthusiastic
support for the 1.2 million men and
women who serve this is country as our
domestic defenders, to look at some of
the ways that we are involving the
military in helping us deal with terror-
ism incidents. I would encourage our
colleagues to come out on May 19, 20
and 21, the largest oceans conference
ever, against showcasing our militaries
taking a lead in helping to understand
environmental problems.

I would also encourage our col-
leagues, Mr. Speaker, to get real. The
defense spending in this country is at a
critical crossroads. We must provide
the support against this administra-
tion making further cuts in our defense
budget. We must provide the bipartisan
support we have had over the past 2

years to stand up and say no. Not be-
cause it is right for jobs, even though
it is, and not because it is right for
companies, even though it is, but be-
cause it is right for the kids who serve
this Nation and who put their lives on
the line every day.
f

A SPECIAL TRIBUTE TO KAHUKU
HIGH SCHOOL’S 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY CELEBRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from American Somoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
it is a real pleasure and a distinct per-
sonal honor for me to prepare this spe-
cial order of the House to inform my
colleagues of a very special occasion
that will take place this week on the
campus of one of Hawaii’s smallest
public high schools. Small in number
maybe, Mr. Speaker, but dynamic in
terms of the quality of its academics,
its ethnic social mix, and a high school
marching band that has won top
awards throughout the State of Hawaii
for years. The band even marched at
the Rose Bowl and was rated among
the top high school bands in the Na-
tion; and yes, its athletic program is
also among the best in the State of Ha-
waii.

Mr. Speaker, the high school I am re-
ferring to is none other than the pride
of the North Shore on the Island of
Oahu, Kahuku High School. As they
say among the locals in Hawaii, ‘‘Imua
Kohuku High School on your 100th
birthday.’’

Mr. Speaker, the Hawaiian word
‘‘Kahuku’’ has a special meaning
among the ancient Hawaiians. The first
four letters, ‘‘Kahu’’, means guardian,
or royal keepers or protectors. The last
two letters ‘‘ku’’ are in reference to an
ancient Hawaiian god named Ku.

According to ancient Hawaiian tradi-
tion, the god Ku was a member of the
godhead of three gods, and their names
were Kane, Ku, and Lono. Those three
gods were all powerful. They created
the heavens and the earth and, yes,
from red earth they made man in their
express image, and they even breathed
into his nostrils and man became a liv-
ing soul.

Mr. Speaker, if one wants to give spe-
cific meaning to the word, Kahuku,
after which the location and high
school are named, it means one is a
guardian of the god Ku. Rightly so, Mr.
Speaker, because not far from Kahuku
is another place called Laie, which ac-
cording to Hawaiian tradition was an
ancient city of refuge, a special place
of sanctuary where offenders may es-
cape to seek refuge and be reinstated
by the priests who preside over the
sanctuary.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to share this
portion of Kahuku’s history because I
suspect many people are not aware of
its meaning and its significance as far
as ancient legends are concerned.

As far as the record is known, the
first classes ever held at what was un-
officially known as Kahuku school
began in 1893. The classes were held
under shaded trees or in someone’s
yard. The school was first organized by
a Hawaiian lady named Mrs. Hookana.

Four years later in 1897, and this
time with an appropriation of only $984
provided by the republic, or then the
sovereign nation of Hawaii, a one-room
schoolhouse was built. An enrollment
of 36 students was noted and a Mr.
Brightwell served as the first principal.

By the 1920s the school had grown
and was educating children from the
Campbell and Laie plantations, plus a
pineapple camp known as the Hawaiian
Pineapple Company. During this period
the school moved to its present loca-
tion.

In 1939, the high school was added
and the school was renamed Kahuku
High and Elementary School. The next
year, the first senior class graduated 16
students and they took home the
school’s first yearbook, the Ke Koolau.

In the 1940’s the Laie area was still
almost exclusively plantation, and the
area from which it drew its students
had grown considerably. The list of
plantations and other activities reads
like who’s who in the North Shore dur-
ing the 1940’s. Attending Kahuku dur-
ing this period were the children from
the Marconi Wireless Station, the
Paumalu Pineapple Camp, Waialee-a
Hawaiian settlement, and several
camps of the Kahuku Sugar Mill.

The Kahuku athletes became known
as the Red Raiders because they wore
red uniforms donated by Iolani High
School in 1950. Prior to this time the
unofficial nickname was the
Ramberiers. Through the 1940’s Kahuku
had developed sufficiently and there
was competing in sports events against
other high schools on the North Shore
and the Windward sections of the Is-
land of Oahu, and it won its first foot-
ball championship in 1947. This was the
first in a long line of championships
that began the development of many
championship players as well.

In 1988, Kahuku High and Elementary
School became the Kahuku High and
Intermediate School, and the elemen-
tary level was separated.

Today, Kahuku High School has only
about 1,100 high school students from
grades 9 through 12. Supporting the
students are its 136 faculty members,
four administrators and the supportive
staff of 42. The school has developed
into an athletic powerhouse and stu-
dents from other parts of the island
travel to Kahuku just to participate in
their academic, social and sports pro-
grams. This is considered a consider-
able achievement, given the diversity
of the school’s population.

From the well-to-do residents of the
famous Sunset Beach and the neighbor-
ing golf course communities to the
low-income housing development on
the North Shore and everything in-be-
tween, there is ethnic and economic di-
versity at Kahuku. Unlike some areas,
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this diversity has been the strength of
Kahuku. As one of the last undeveloped
areas of the island of Oahu, the North
Shore has experienced significant
growth in recent years, and this has
challenged State planners and the
State board of education. For the most
part, the area is not as sufficient or as
affluent as the southern portion of the
island, and for that reason the adults
and the children are supposedly less so-
phisticated than the more populated
areas of the State. This diversity, how-
ever, Mr. Speaker, has given Kahuku
its own charm and uniqueness.

Mr. Speaker, music is one of the
many areas in which Kahuku has ex-
celled. Mr. Michael Payton started the
band as a musical instructor in 1968
with only 10 members. With his retire-
ment in 1995, the band has grown to
100-plus members and won many State
and national awards.

In 1980, the Kahuku High School
marching band was rated among one of
the top 10 marching bands in the Na-
tion by the National Band Association.
In 1983 the marching band won a Class
A championship in the Florida Citrus
Bowl and were the Class A champions
and overall sweepstakes winner in the
Parade and Field Show Competition.

In 1991, Kahuku’s marching band won
international fame as they won first
place in the international division of
the Midosuji Parade in Osaka, Japan.

Both in 1981 and 1984 the band was
one of four featured bands in the Pasa-
dena Tournament of Roses Band Fes-
tival and marched in the world famous
Tournament of Roses parade.

Among the dignitaries the band has
performed for were the late Emperor
Hirohito in Japan, former President
George Bush, and Governors John
BURNS, George Ariyoshi and John
Waihee of the State of Hawaii.

The list of accomplishments of
Kahuku students is too long to repeat
here, Mr. Speaker, but I am appending
a partial list at the end of this state-
ment. I do want to note, however, that
the list includes 13 scholastic State
championships and nine athletic State
championships. There are also 76 other
athletic championship titles, a record
difficult to match by any small school
of this size. In the last 10 years there
have been 2 State winners, 11 runners-
up, and 41 finalists in the Sterling
Scholar Awards.

Recent awards received by the ad-
ministration and faculty of Kahuku in-
clude the Milken and Crystal Apple
Awards for Contributions to Education
awarded to the principal, Mrs. Lea Al-
bert, and social studies teacher, Mrs.
Linda Smith. Music teacher Beth
Kammerer has been chosen as the 1997
State Teacher of the Year by the De-
partment of Education and the Polyne-
sian Cultural Center.

Mr. Speaker, one graduate of Kahuku
high school who recently made the na-
tional news is Chris Naeole. Chris is a
6 foot, 4 inch, 310-pound offensive guard
from Kahuku High School where he
played football. Chris went on to the

University of Colorado where he played
for four years. Last week Chris was the
tenth player chosen in the first round
of this year’s NFL draft. Selected by
the New Orleans Saints, Chris is one in
a line of many professional football
players who have graduated from
Kahuku High School.

Another professional football player
of note is Junior Ah You, who made
all-State in football, basketball and
track while at Kahuku high school.
Junior played professional football for
the Montreal Alouettes for over 10
years and made all-pro status for sev-
eral years as defensive end. Earlier this
year Junior was admitted to the Cana-
dian Football League’s Hall of Fame.

The football legacy of Kahuku High
School is legendary, Mr. Speaker,. Gen-
eration after generation of many fami-
lies have played football in this school
and the family names are enshrined in
local record books. Among these nota-
ble family names are: Thompson, Reed,
Ka’anana, Santiago, Fonoimoana,
Compoc, Kaaihue, Akiyama, Tollefson,
Leota, Maiava, Ah You, Nawahine,
Broad, Enos, Barros, Kaahawaii,
Caneda, Suzuki, Furuto, Oyawa, Anae,
Lolotai, Tatum, Kim, Harrington,
Finari, Funaki, Tupou, Taylor, Finai,
Atuaia, Tufaga, Niumatalolo and oth-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, while the list goes on, I
would like to recognize a few more of
Kahuku high school’s graduates that
have done well and have contributed
substantially to the communities in
Hawaii as well as to our Nation.

We have Mr. Leo Tanoai Reed, a
former Kahuku High School graduate
and a graduate of Colorado State Uni-
versity, who served formerly with the
elite force of the Honolulu police de-
partment. Mr. Reed is currently serv-
ing as the national director for the
Teamsters Union relative to transpor-
tation issues affecting the entire mo-
tion picture industry in the United
States.
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There are approximately 72 unions
that are involved with the motion pic-
ture industry, and Leo Reed plays a
very important and key role relating
to contract disputes and in important
negotiations on behalf of some 4,000
union members whose jobs depend on
the movie industry.

Mr. Speaker, Kahuku also proudly
claims the important contributions
made by Dr. Lokelani Lindsey who not
only serves as an educator but as an
administrator and trustee of perhaps
the most prestigious trust foundation
in the State of Hawaii; namely, the
board of trustees of the Bernice
Panwahi Bishop Foundation. This
foundation provides funding and ad-
ministration of Kamehameha Schools
which serve specifically the edu-
cational needs of students of native Ha-
waiian ancestry. Dr. Lindsey’s edu-
cational background and profession as
an educator will go a long way to assist
her native Hawaiian people while serv-

ing as a trustee of the Bishop Trust Es-
tate.

Mr. Speaker, another Kahuku High
School graduate who has made his
mark in the area of the culinary arts is
none other than Mr. Sam Choy, Jr.
Known throughout the State of Hawaii
as one of the top chefs in the hotel in-
dustry but who now has a very success-
ful restaurant business in the State of
Hawaii.

Mr. Speaker, a couple of Kahuku
graduates have also served with dis-
tinction in State administrations.
There was Mr. Sus Ono, who for many
years served as the right-hand man for
former Governor George Ariyoshi. Mr.
Ono also later served as a leading mem-
ber of Governor Ariyoshi’s cabinet.

Currently under the administration
of Governor Ben Cayetano, another
Kahuku graduate, Mr. Earl Anyai is
the State’s chief financial officer and
treasurer.

Mr. Kamaki Kanahele, another
Kahuku graduate, a former member of
the board of trustees of the Office of
Hawaiian Affairs, currently is the
statewide chairman of the State Coun-
cil of Hawaiian Homestead Associa-
tions, a consortium of Hawaiian groups
put to serve the needs of some 30,000
native Hawaiians in the State of Ha-
waii.

Mr. Speaker, Kahuku has also had its
fair share of graduates who are in their
given professions in the fields of law,
medicine, engineering, education, and
many other fields of endeavor.

Kahuku has also sent its share of her
sons and daughters in the fields of bat-
tle to defend America against its en-
emies. Many were wounded and some
never returned. And as a Vietnam vet-
eran, Mr. Speaker, I pay a special trib-
ute to the thousands of Kahuku grad-
uates who served honorably in the
armed services of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, as you may have
guessed, I, too, am a graduate of
Kahuku High School. The education I
received while at Kahuku, even though
it was many years ago, gave me the
foundation to go to college and law
school. Having seen this school rise
from plantation school to a State pow-
erhouse has given me great pride, and
it is with pleasure and an honor that I
stand here today on the floor of the
U.S. House of Representatives and say,
I salute you, Kahuku High School. You
have provided sound educational guid-
ance for the last century. You have
fought many battles, but I know your
past will serve you well as we move for-
ward.

You have provided inspiration to
thousands of us as generation after
generation returns to you asking for
help in meeting the educational, eco-
nomic and social needs of Hawaii and
our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I end my remarks with
the words to a very simple song that is
always in the minds and hearts of all
Kahuku graduates. The words to the
song go like this:
In old Kahuku stands our alma mater
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Where the salt winds blow day after day
Where her doors flung wide for our sons and

daughters true.
While the flag of freedom proudly waves

above
Hail Kahuku, hail our alma mater
Hail to our colors red and white.
We will cherish, love and honor thee. All hail

Kahuku, hail.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
for the RECORD:

KAHUKU HIGH SCHOOL ATHLETIC
CHAMPIONSHIPS

Football OIA champions: 1947, 1958, 1959,
1969, 1972, 1989, 1993, 1994, & 1995.

Football East/West Conference Champions:
1971, 1972, 1982, 1984, 1986, 1989, 1990, and 1992.

Boys OIA Volleyball Champions: 1995.
Boys Volleyball East Champions: 1992.
Girls Volleyball OIA Champions: 1992 &

1993.
Girls Volleyball East Champions: 1982, 1984,

1985, 1992 & 1993.
Girls Basketball State Champions: 1983.
Girls Basketball OIA Champions: 1980, 1983,

1984, & 1985.
Girls Basketball East Champions: 1980,

1983, 1984, 1985 & 1991.
Boys Basketball East Champions: 1987.
Wrestling State Champions: 1969, 1983, &

1985.
Wrestling State Runner-ups: 1981, 1982,

1988, 1990–1992.
Wrestling OIA Champions: 1983, 1985, 1987,

1988, 1990, 1991, & 1992.
Wrestling OIA Dual Meet OIA Champions:

1993.
Wrestling East Champions: 1979, 1980, 1984,

1985, 1987–1992.
Golf State Champions: 1969, 1972, 1973, 1976.
Golf OIA Champions: 1971, 1978, 1993, & 1994.
Golf East Champions: 1974, 1978, 1988, 1993,

& 1994.
Girls Tennis OIA Champions: 1994.
Judo East Champions: 1989, 1990, & 1991.
Boys Swimming Varsity East Champion:

1995, 1997.
Water Polo Public School State Cham-

pions: undefeated.
KAHUKU HIGH SCHOOL SCHOLASTIC

CHAMPIONSHIPS

Citizen Bee State Champion: 1993.
American Legion State Champion: 1991 &

1993.
We the People State Champions: 1993 &

1994.
History Day State Winners: 1994.
State JV Debate Champions: 1993 & 1994.
SLEP (ESLL) State Speech Champions:

1991–1994.
Spelling Bee State Champions: 1991.

KAHUKU HIGH SCHOOL BAND
ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The Kahuku High School Learning Center
‘‘Red Raider’’ Marching Band and Color
Guard was under the direction of Mr. Mi-
chael J. Payton. Mr. Payton was a graduate
of the University of Hawaii, Manoa. Mr.
Payton retired June 1995, having taught at
Kahuku High and Intermediate School for
the past 27 years. He was the Coordinator
and Director of the Kahuku High School’s
Performing Arts Learning Center Program,
focusing on marching band and color guard,
and he was the Director of the Annual All-
State Marching Band Camp.

Mr. Payton had been the backbone of the
marching band program at Kahuku. He es-
tablished and built a band from an existing
band of ten (10) members in 1968 to a superior
award winning band of a hundred plus (100+)
members.

The Kahuku High School Marching Band,
under Mr. Payton’s direction for 27 years,
has always won superior ratings at local and
national competitions. In 1980, the Kahuku

High School Marching Band was rated as one
of the top ten (10) marching bands in the na-
tion by the National Band Association. In
1983, the Kahuku High School Marching
Band won the Class A Championship at the
Florida Citrus Bowl Band Competition. In
1986, the Kahuku Band attended the Sea
World Holiday Bowl Band Competition and
was the Class A Champions and Overall
Sweepstakes Winner in the Parade and Field
Show Competition.

In 1991, the Kahuku High School Marching
Band won International Fame as they won
1st Place: International Division at the
Midosuji Parade in Osaka, Japan.

Both in January, 1981, and in January,
1993, the band was one of the four featured
bands at the Pasadena Tournament of Roses
Band Fest and marched in the world famous
Tournament of Roses Parade.

The Kahuku High School Marching Band
has played for many important dignitaries.
Among these important people are: Emperor
Hirohito, President Bush, Governor Burns,
Governor Ariyoshi, and Governor Waihee of
Hawaii.

BAND

1976:
Aloha Week Parade Hon, HI—1st Division-

Highest Scores.
King Kam Parade Hon, HI—1st Division-

Highest Scores.
S. Pacific Bi-Centennial Parade—Hawaii’s

Bi-Centennial Band.
Int’l. Lions Convention—Brazil’s Honor

Band; State Band.
Kauai Island Concert—Guest Band.
OIA Marching Band Festival—1st Division-

Highest Scores.
1980:

Rated by National Band Assoc.—One of
Top 10 Marching Bands in USA.

Selected to the 1981 Pasadena Tournament
of Roses Parade—Guest Band.
1983:

Aloha Week Parade—1st Division.
Kam Tournament of Bands—Overall

Sweepstakes Award. All Caption Awards. An-
nual Pahu Award.

Citrus Bowl Band Competition—1st Place
Overall Trophy Class A. Outstanding Rifle
Corp. Drum Major Award.

Citrus Bowl 1983—Bowl Pre-Game Guest
Band. Citrus Bowl Parade Participant.

Disney World (FL)—Guest Band.
Epcot Center—Guest Band.
Knott’s Berry Farm—Guest Band.
Magic Mountain—Guest Band.
Disneyland (CA)—Guest Band.
Arlington Nat’l. Cemetary—1st Hawaiian

Band to participate in wreath laying cere-
mony at Tomb of Unknown Soldiers (D.C.)
1986:

San Diego Holiday Bowl—1st Division Rat-
ing. 1st Place: Parade Competition. 1st
Place: Field Show Competition. 1st Place:
Drum Major. 1st Place: Percussion. 1st
Place: Color Guard.
1989:

Florida Citrus Bowl Band Competition—1st
Place: Percussion. 1st Place: Drum Major.
1st Place: Color Guard. Superior & 1st Divi-
sion Rating. Class A Field Show Champion.
1990:

USA President Bush-Hawaii Visit—Only
High School Band invited to perform for
President of USA.
1991:

Midosuji Parade—Osaka, Japan—1st Place
Winner Int’l. Division.
1993:

Tournament of Roses Parade—Pasadena,
CA—One of four (4) marching bands to par-
ticipate in Band Fest at Pasadena City Col-
lege.
1994:

CBS Thanksgiving Day American Parade—
Featured Band and Dancers on national tele-
vision.

Oceanic Cable Television—Featured band
during school pride advertisement.

Holiday Bowl Parade—2nd Place.
1996:

Holiday Bowl Field Competition—1st
Place—Category 2. Grand Champion Overall.

f

ABOUT THE BUDGET
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SUNUNU). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGS-
TON] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to address the
House tonight. I want to speak about
the budget.

Before I do so, I want to speak about
the big bust over there at the Depart-
ment of Justice. I am referring, of
course, to finally, on Thursday, April
24, I am getting this out of the Savan-
nah Morning News, that the Florida
couple, who illegally recorded a con-
versation of Members of Congress and
then passed it on to other Members of
Congress finally got, finally pleaded
guilty to Federal charges, which is,
they actually had already said that
they were guilty, Mr. Speaker, back in
January, but our good old Department
of Justice, who has been very busy with
all kinds of other things, just now de-
cided to lower the boom and deal with
the Martins.

I will read a little bit of that article:
A Florida couple agreed Wednesday to

plead guilty to Federal criminal charges of
intercepting a cellular phone call between
House Speaker Newt Gingrich and other Re-
publican leaders last December.

Identical one-count criminal informations
were filed in U.S. District Court in Jackson-
ville, Florida against John and Alice Martin
of Fort White, Florida.

The Martins signed agreements with pros-
ecutors to plead guilty and those were filed
in court along with the charges. The Martins
admitted in the agreements that they inten-
tionally intercepted the telephone conversa-
tion and agreed to cooperate with the Jus-
tice Department’s continuing investigation
of the case.

Justice officials, who requested
anonymity* * * *

That is interesting, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause I guess when they were inter-
viewed on the phone they were not on
the cellular phone or anonymity would
be irrelevant, would it not, but they
said the investigation is continuing on
how a transcript of the conversation
ended up in the New York Times and
later the Atlanta Journal-Constitution
and Roll Call, a Capitol Hill newspaper.

I wonder, Mr. Speaker, how did the
Martins get that tape from Florida,
from their car, which they were just in-
nocently driving along, how did they
get that tape to the Atlanta Constitu-
tion and the New York Times? It does
make one wonder, does it not?

But good old Justice Department, I
guarantee you, they will crack this
case probably in 10 years. No, maybe in
5 years, because these people said they
will cooperate. So I am very optimistic
about our Justice Department and,
who knows, maybe they got some con-
sultants from the FBI telling them how
not to botch an investigation.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1985April 29, 1997
But never mind that, Mr. Speaker.

Let me speak tonight on the budget,
because that is a very, very big matter
and one that affects all of our children,
all of our present generations and fu-
ture generations.

I have, and I wish I could tell you
who gave this to me, but it is a docu-
ment entitled Seven Reasons to Bal-
ance the Budget. The annual budget is
$1.6 trillion. The Government spends
about $4.4 billion a day, about $183 mil-
lion an hour, $3 million a minute, or
$50,736 every second.

Mr. Speaker, I am afraid that in the
time that I have been at the micro-
phone that the Government has al-
ready spent probably about $250,000 just
in terms of our $1.6 trillion annual
budget.

Now, if the spending patterns do not
change, anyone born after 1993 will
have a lifetime tax rate of 84 percent.
This is compared with those born in
1940, who will have a lifetime tax aver-
age of 31 percent. That means that dur-
ing the period of time that you are
alive, if you were born in 1940, you will
pay about 31 percent total taxes. But
our children, the babies of today, the
kids in nursery schools and kinder-
gartens, right now will pay about 84
percent.

I think that is so important, Mr.
Speaker, because as the President
talks about let us do something for
children, I would say, let us start by
not shackling them with an 84 percent
tax burden.

Reason No. 3, every dollar of taxes
raised since World War II, Congress has
spent over $1.59 of it. So for every dol-
lar paid in taxes since World War II, on
an average, we in Washington have
spent $1.59. Reason No. 4, it takes near-
ly 9 American families to support one
Federal bureaucrat in Washington, DC,
executive branch staff members cost an
average of $52,000 a year, while an aver-
age family pays $6,100 in taxes. So that
is good math and good to think about.

Reason No. 5, in 1994, every American
paid an average of $800 in taxes just to
service interest on the national debt.

Now, I think this is real important,
Mr. Speaker, because people do not un-
derstand that when you pay taxes,
some of your tax dollars go just to pay
the bondholders, those who hold the
notes on the national debt. So let us
say $800 per person, multiply that
times 4. The average family of four, av-
erage family is, therefore, paying over
$3,000 in interest each year on the na-
tional debt. That is $3,000. That prob-
ably would pay for 3 or 4 months of gro-
ceries. It would probably pay for 6
months of car payments. It would pay
for maybe a half a year at a State col-
lege or university. Three thousand dol-
lars would even pay for 3 or 4 months of
home mortgage. That is a lot of money.
Yet the American taxpayers are paying
that in interest on the national debt.

Reason No. 6, a child born today will
pay $187,000 over his or her lifetime
just in interest on the national debt.

Reason No. 7, in the year 2000, the na-
tional debt is projected to be $6.8 tril-

lion. That is $26,000 or $104,000 for a
family of four.

Mr. Speaker, it is past time to get
very, very serious on balancing the
budget and paying down the debt.

Now, we have some plans. There is a
Republican plan that is going on, and
we have been negotiating, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget,
has been negotiating on this for really
since January, trying to get some-
where with the President. There is the
President’s plan.

The President’s plan has a few flaws
in it. I will hold this up, Mr. Speaker.
I think everybody can see it. What is
wrong with the Clinton plan to balance
the budget?

Well, for one thing, in the year 2002,
it does not balance the budget. It has a
deficit of $69 billion. So, A, what is
wrong with the President’s plan? It
does not balance the budget.

B, what else is wrong with it? Ninety-
eight percent of the deficit reduction is
in the last 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, I am not the first one to
say it, many people have said it, but
that is the equivalent of saying you are
going to go on a diet to lose 30 pounds
over 6 months, but you are not going to
lose any weight the first 5 months. You
are going to take it all off in the 6th
month. It just does not work. Washing-
ton has never followed through on
promises made very far in the future.

Under the Bush tax deal, as you will
recall, in the 1990’s, which was, I think,
actually probably what did the Bush
administration in, the plan was to
raise taxes now and cut spending later.

Well, Members of Congress were pret-
ty eager to raise taxes, but when it
came time to do the spending cuts,
where was Congress? They said, well,
that agreement was not made by us. It
was made by a previous Congress, and
we will not follow through on it.

No. 3, letter C, whatever way you
want to do it, what is wrong with the
Clinton budget? It increases the 1998
deficit by $24 billion compared to doing
nothing. So in other words, Mr. Speak-
er, if we do not do anything at all in
terms of passing a budget, we are bet-
ter off than we are under the Clinton
proposal. So I think the Clinton pro-
posal should not be seriously consid-
ered.

Now, that will not mean that the
media will not seriously consider it, be-
cause anything that comes out of
Pennsylvania Avenue they accept as
truth and absolute so they will be talk-
ing about how good it is and how sen-
sible it is. They will cleverly overlook
these three facts that I have gone over
here tonight.

But let us put it in perspective. Bal-
ancing the budget is a moral impera-
tive, not an accounting exercise. Bal-
ancing the budget is about your chil-
dren; it is about my children.

Mr. Speaker, I think you have small
children. I have a 6-year-old; I have an
8-year-old. I would love to leave Wash-
ington one day saying they are going

to have a better future with less debt
because Members came to Washington
during the 105th Congress with the idea
of cutting the budget and reducing the
size of Washington. We chose children
over bureaucrats. We chose home town
America over Washington, DC.

Now, the President opposed the bal-
anced budget amendment. Okay. Philo-
sophical difference. He did not want
the balanced budget amendment. I can
understand. We have the right to dis-
agree here.

But that being the case, as he stood
on the floor of the House and said, you
do not need a balanced budget amend-
ment to balance the budget, he was
correct on that. But he needed one, be-
cause he has yet to produce a balanced
budget.

One of the other things, though, that
this thing points out is, this about
families.

Let me give you some more numbers,
Mr. Speaker. If we have a balanced
budget, interest rates will drop. If in-
terest rates drop as much as 2 percent,
that means that on a 5-year family car
loan at 9.75 percent interest, $15,000
car, that average family would save
$900.

In terms of a college education loan,
if a college student borrows $11,000 at 8
percent, it will save $217 in interest.
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In terms of a 30-year home mortgage,
if it drops 2 percent, over a 30-year pe-
riod of time on a $75,000 house, Ameri-
cans would save $37,000 in interest and
payments. For a 6-month $350,000 farm
operating loan at 10 percent, it would
save about $17,000.

These are real numbers, Mr. Speaker,
and these are things that will help
Americans. But I want to throw out
one more interesting statistic about
the national debt. A 1-day increase in
the national debt of $2.2 billion is
enough to buy McDonald’s Big Mac
extra value meals for every person in
the United States and every person in
Mexico.

Now, I do not know if we should rec-
ommend that to everybody in the coun-
try, but the fact is that is a heck of a
lot of hamburgers, Mr. Speaker, and
yet another way to look at it.

I do not see balancing the budget as
partisan politics. It is about good gov-
ernment and it is about our children. It
is about dreams and aspirations of fu-
ture generations of Americans. It is
about the fact that year after year the
American dream gets eroded by a large
runaway bureaucracy that comes up
with more rules and more micro-
management in order to justify their
own existence.

I think the questions are these: Is the
Federal Government too big? Does it
spend too much? Who can spend money
the best, the folks back home or the
bureaucrats in Washington? Are we
getting our money’s worth out of
Washington right now? Are we getting
our money’s worth of tax dollars? If we
had a choice, would we purchase this
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government? Could we tell a friend
about it? Is it fair for the government
to take over one-third of our hard-
earned income each year?

I do not think it is fair, Mr. Speaker.
I think it is time right now to get
spending under control and try to bring
sanity back to Washington.

There are a lot of other topics that I
want to talk about, Mr. Speaker, but I
think what I may do is just end tonight
on the budget, because I want to focus
just on the importance of it.

There is a budget right now, intro-
duced by our colleague, the gentleman
from Wisconsin, Mr. MARK NEUMANN,
and it takes Social Security out of the
formula. Two important things I would
say the Neumann budget does. Number
one, it takes Social Security out of it.

People do not realize this right now,
but Social Security has a $65 billion
surplus. That money is thrown into the
pot with the rest of the general spend-
ing, the rest of the budget, and it
makes the deficit look smaller than it
is. The Neumann budget says, no, sir,
that $65 billion is stand-alone, it goes
only in the Social Security trust fund,
it goes only for Social Security pur-
poses, and it should not be used for def-
icit reduction and general spending.

That is one thing the Neumann budg-
et does and I think that is very impor-
tant for our grandparents and other
folks on Social Security.

The second thing it does, which is
equally important for those of us fa-
thers, is it pays off the national debt
by the year 2023. So a child born today,
at 25, 26 years old, they will live in
America without a national debt. If we
can do that, the jobs that will be cre-
ated are incredible.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, I had a list of
some of these benefits that I may sub-
mit for the RECORD, Mr. Speaker. But I
believe that we can achieve a balanced
budget. I believe that we can pay down
the national debt. I believe, again, it is
a moral imperative. It is not a matter
of common sense only but a matter of
survival and doing what is right for our
children.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues and friends here in Washing-
ton to vote for a balanced budget, work
for the balanced budget amendment,
make some tough decisions in terms of
government spending reductions, and
let us walk out of here with our heads
held high, not worrying about the next
election but only concerned about the
next generation.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the article to which I earlier
referred.
FLORIDA COUPLE TO PLEAD GUILTY TO TAPING

GOP LEADERS’ CELL PHONE CALL

(By Michael J. Sniffen)
WASHINGTON.—A Florida couple agreed

Wednesday to plead guilty to federal crimi-
nal charges of intercepting a cellular tele-
phone call between House Speaker Newt
Gingrich and other Republican leaders last
December.

Identical one-count criminal information
were filed in U.S. District Court in Jackson-
ville, Fla., against John and Alice Martin of
Fort White, Fla.

The Martins signed agreements with pros-
ecutors to plead guilty and those were filed
in court along with the charges. The Martins
admitted in the agreements that they inten-
tionally intercepted the telephone conversa-
tion and agreed to cooperate with the Jus-
tice Department’s continuing investigation
of the case.

Justice officials, who requested anonym-
ity, said the investigation is continuing here
into how a transcript of the conversation
ended up in The New York Times, and later
in The Atlanta Journal-Constitution and
Roll Call, a Capitol Hill newspaper.

The call—between Gingrich, House Major-
ity Leader Dick Armey of Texas, Rep. John
Boehner of Ohio, Rep. Bill Paxon of New
York and others—took place last Dec. 21 as
the House ethics committee was about to an-
nounce a settlement of its investigation of
complaints against Gingrich. The publica-
tion of the text set off an uproar on Capitol
Hill.

Rep. Jim McDermott of Washington, the
ranking Democrat on the ethics committee,
said the call breached Gingrich’s agreement
with the committee that the Speaker would
not orchestrate a response to his ethical
wrongdoing.

Republicans said the transcript, to the
contrary, showed that Gingrich was follow-
ing the agreement and they demanded an in-
vestigation of the call’s interception.

The Martins each face a maximum penalty
of a $5,000 fine with no prison term. The gov-
ernment made no promises on what sentence
it might recommend.

Alice Martin, reached at her home in Fort
White, Fla, refused to comment Wednesday
evening and referred questions to the cou-
ple’s attorney. ‘‘I can’t say anything about
that,’’ she said.

Boehner said the Martins ‘‘should not be
patsies in this, set up to take the fall for
more politically influential people.’’

Anyone ‘‘who knowingly accepted the tape
and passed it along to the press is also
guilty,’’ said Boehner, who when the call was
intercepted was in Florida taking part in the
conversation on a cellular telephone.

The Martins said they gave the tape to
McDermott. In the ensuing furor over the
tape’s contents and its disclosure, which also
could be a crime, McDermott removed him-
self from the ethics panel’s investigation of
Gingrich. A Republican also stepped aside to
keep the panel at an even party balance.

‘‘The Martins were charged with the most
serious violation possible based on the appli-
cable federal law and the circumstances sur-
rounding the interception of the telephone
call,’’ said Charles R. Wilson, U.S. attorney
for the middle district of Florida. ‘‘If the
Martins are ever convicted of an illegal
interception again, they would face a maxi-
mum penalty of five years imprisonment, a
$250,000 fine or both.’’

Because it was a first offense and because
the interception was of the radio portion of
a cellular call; and because there was no evi-
dence that it was done for commercial or pri-
vate financial gain or for an illegal purpose
such as aiding in blackmail, the offense is
classified as an infraction, the Justice De-
partment said.

John and Alice Martin heard the conversa-
tion on the Radio Shack scanner in their car
while on a Christmas shopping trip. Once
they realized the conversation they were
picking up was of Gingrich discussing the
Republican response to his admitted ethics
violations, they recorded it on a hand-held
machine. They said it struck them as his-
toric.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:

Mr. GREEN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of
personal business.

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today through May
1, on account of official business.

Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT), for today, on account of back
pain.

Mr. HOEKSTRA (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of a
death in the family.

Mr. HERGER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today and the balance of
the week, on account of family mat-
ters.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. POMEROY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. POMEROY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ROEMER, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GOSS, for 5 minutes each day,
today and on April 30 and May 1.

Mr. NORWOOD, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes each day,

today and on April 30.
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, on

April 30.
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. POMEROY) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Mr. BERRY.
Mr. TORRES.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
Mr. LEVIN.
Mr. LAFALCE.
Mr. ORTIZ.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mr. SCHUMER.
Mr. KANJORSKI.
Mr. PASCRELL.
Mr. LIPINSKI.
Mr. DOYLE.
Mr. HINCHEY.
Mr. YATES.
Mr. FROST.
Mr. HOYER.
Mr. BROWN of California.
Mr. MENENDEZ.
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Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Ms. STABENOW.
Mr. WEYGAND.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DUNCAN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. WALSH in two instances.
Mr. WELLER.
Mr. GEKAS in two instances.
Mr. PACKARD.
Mrs. ROUKEMA.
Mr. SOLOMON in three instances.
Mr. SUNUNU.
Mr. PORTER.
Mr. RIGGS.
Mr. BUNNING.
Mr. KOLBE in three instances.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KINGSTON) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. QUINN.
Mr. GILMAN.
Mr. BARR of Georgia.
Mr. FARR of California.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 5 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, April 30, 1997, at
11 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3027. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quests for fiscal year 1997 supplemental ap-
propriations totaling $8,605,000 for the Forest
Service of the Department of Agriculture
and appropriations totaling $19,700,000 for
the Department of Energy for activities as-
sociated with tritium remediation, and two
fiscal year 1998 budget amendments involv-
ing the Department of Transportation’s Mar-
itime Security Program and the John F.
Kennedy Assassination Records Review
Board, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107 (H. Doc. No.
105–78); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

3028. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Addi-
tion of Facilities in Certain Industry Sec-
tors: Revised Interpretation of Otherwise
Use; Toxic Release Inventory Reporting;
Community Right-to-Know [OPPTS–400104D;
FRL–5578–3] (RIN: 2070–AC71) received April
29, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

3029. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Current Good Manufacturing Practice
for Finished Pharmaceuticals; Positron
Emission Tomography [Docket No. 94N–0421]
(RIN: 0910–AA45) received April 29, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

3030. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final

rule—Drug Labeling; Sodium Labeling for
Over-the-Counter Drugs; Partial Delay of Ef-
fective Date [Docket No. 90N–0309] received
April 29, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3031. A letter from the Director, U.S. Trade
and Development Agency, transmitting a
copy of the Agency’s annual audit, pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2421(e)(2); to the Committee on
International Relations.

3032. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General, General Accounting Office, trans-
mitting a list of all reports issued or released
in March 1997, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 719(h); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

3033. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting the biennial report on
the quality of water in the Colorado River
Basin (Progress Report No. 18, January 1997),
pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1596; to the Committee
on Resources.

3034. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; High Seas Salmon Fishery Off
Alaska [Docket No. 970326069–7069–01; I.D.
022597F] (RIN: 0648–AJ38) received April 29,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

3035. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod Fishery Category by
Vessels Using Trawl Gear in Bycatch Limita-
tion Zone 1 [Docket No. 961107312–7021–02; I.D.
042297C] received April 29, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

3036. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska;
Shortraker and Rougheye Rockfish in the
Aleutian Islands Subarea [Docket No.
961107312–7021–02; I.D. 042197A] received April
29, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

3037. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary (Tax Policy), Department of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the ‘‘Statistical Use’’
subsection of the Internal Revenue Code; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

3038. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Weighter Average
Interest Rate Update [Notice 97–27] received
April 29, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3039. A letter from the Executive Director,
District of Columbia Financial Responsibil-
ity and Management Assistance Authority,
transmitting a copy of a letter that the D.C.
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority sent the President re-
questing an additional appropriation of
$52,379,000 for fiscal year 1997, pursuant to
Public Law 104–8, section 207(a); jointly, to
the Committees on Government Reform and
Oversight and Appropriations.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LEACH: Committee on Banking and
Financial Services. Supplemental report on

H.R. 2. A bill to repeal the United States
Housing Act of 1937, deregulate the public
housing program and the program for rental
housing assistance for low-income families,
and increase community control over such
programs, and for other purposes (Rept. 105–
76, Pt. 2).

Mr. SMITH of Oregon: Committee on Agri-
culture. H.R. 1342. A bill to provide for a 1-
year enrollment in the conservation reserve
of land covered by expiring conservation re-
serve program contracts; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 105–80). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 133. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to repeal the
United States Housing Act of 1937, deregu-
late the public housing program and the pro-
gram for rental housing assistance for low-
income families, and increase community
control over such programs, and for other
purposes (Rept. 105–81). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 134. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 867) to pro-
mote the adoption of children in foster care
(Rept. 105–82). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. LIVINGSTON: Committee on Appro-
priations. H.R. 1469. A bill making emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for re-
covery from natural disasters, and for over-
seas peacekeeping efforts, including those in
Bosnia, for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1997, and for other purposes (Rept. 105–83).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. LEVIN:
H.R. 1468. A bill to amend the Personal Re-

sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 to modify provisions
restricting welfare and public benefits for
aliens; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. KASICH (for himself, Mr. OBEY,
Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. DREIER, Mr. BOYD, Mr.
SMITH of Michigan, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
HOBSON, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. PAUL, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. SALMON, Mr. SHADEGG,
and Mr. GOSS):

H.R. 1470. A bill to empower States with
authority for most taxing and spending for
highway programs and mass transit pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and in addition to the Committees on
Ways and Means, and the Budget, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ACKERMAN:
H.R. 1471. A bill to direct the Secretary of

Transportation to determine the feasibility
of placing bar codes on passenger motor ve-
hicles to facilitate the tracing of stolen vehi-
cles, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

H.R. 1472. A bill to amend the Employment
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 and
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the Public Health Service Act to require
group health plans and group and individual
health insurance coverage to pay interest on
clean claims that are not paid within 30
days; to the Committee on Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BLAGOJEVICH:
H.R. 1473. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to prohibit, with certain excep-
tions, the transfer of a handgun to, or the
possession of a handgun by, an individual
who has not attained 21 years of age; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BROWN of California (for him-
self, Mr. FILNER, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
DELLUMS, Mr. TORRES, and Mr.
CAPPS):

H.R. 1474. A bill to amend section 255 of the
National Housing Act to prohibit the charg-
ing of unreasonable and excessive fees in
connection with equity conversion mort-
gages for elderly homeowners, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

By Mr. CHABOT:
H.R. 1475. A bill to eliminate the National

Sheep Industry Improvement Center and to
transfer funds available for the center to the
general fund of the Treasury to reduce the
deficit; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. DIAZ-BALART:
H.R. 1476. A bill to settle certain

Miccosukee Indian land takings claims with-
in the State of Florida; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. DICKS (for himself, Mr. ADAM
SMITH of Washington, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and
Ms. FURSE):

H.R. 1477. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act to designate a portion of
the Columbia River as a recreational river,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. FROST, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. CANADY of Florida,
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. DEL-
LUMS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FILNER, Ms.
RIVERS, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY
of New York, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. SANDLIN,
Mr. FORD, Mr. TURNER, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. WEYGAND,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
UPTON, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. LEVIN,
Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut, and
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon):

H.R. 1478: A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow companies to do-
nate computer equipment and software, and
training related thereto, to elementary and
secondary schools for use in their edu-
cational programs, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida:
H.R. 1479. A bill to designate the Federal

building and U.S. courthouse located at 300
Northeast First Avenue in Miami, FL, as the
‘‘David W. Dyer Federal Courthouse’’; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. FATTAH, and Mr.
WEYGAND):

H.R. 1480. A bill to increase the overall
economy and efficiency of Government oper-
ations and enable more efficient use of Fed-
eral funding, by coordinating Federal finan-
cial assistance programs and promoting

local flexibility; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

By Mr. LATOURETTE (for himself, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. QUINN, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. OXLEY, Ms. RIVERS, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. WELLER, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, and Mr.
LAFALCE):

H.R. 1481. A bill to amend the Great Lakes
Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 1990 to
provide for implementation of recommenda-
tions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
contained in the Great Lakes Fishery Res-
toration Study Report; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself and Ms. SLAUGHTER):

H.R. 1482. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to increase whistleblower pro-
tections for members of the Armed Forces;
to the Committee on National Security.

By Mr. MENENDEZ:
H.R. 1483. A bill to amend title 49, United

States Code, to make nonmilitary govern-
ment aircraft subject to safety regulation by
the Department of Transportation; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. NORWOOD (for himself, Mr.
BARR of Georgia, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. DEAL
of Georgia, Mr. LINDER, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, and Mr. BISHOP):

H.R. 1484. A bill to redesignate the Dublin
Federal courthouse building located in Dub-
lin, GA, as the ‘‘J. Roy Rowland Federal
Courthouse’’; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. RIGGS (for himself, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
MCKEON, Mr. PORTER, Mr. CAMPBELL,
and Mr. BILBRAY):

H.R. 1485. A bill to provide that the provi-
sion of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
on the accounting of tips in determining the
wage of tipped employees shall preempt any
State or local provision precluding a tip
credit or requiring a tip credit less than the
tip credit provided under such act; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. GILMAN:
H.R. 1486. A bill to consolidate inter-

national affairs agencies, to reform foreign
assistance programs, to authorize appropria-
tions for foreign assistance programs and for
the Department of State and related agen-
cies for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. RIGGS:
H.J. Res. 74. Joint resolution proposing an

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to provide 8-year terms of offices
for judges of Federal courts other than the
Supreme Court; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. RAHALL (for himself, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. JOHN, and Mr. DINGELL):

H. Con. Res. 68. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
the territorial integrity, unity, sovereignty,
and full independence of Lebanon; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. WEYGAND (for himself, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
MOAKLEY, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. STARK,
Mr. STRICKLAND, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr.
ROTHMAN, and Mr. PASCRELL):

H. Res. 135. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to permit

disabled individuals who have access to the
House floor to bring supporting services; to
the Committee on Rules.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 14: Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr.
BURTON of Indiana.

H.R. 15: Ms. DEGETTE.
H.R. 54: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr.

RADANOVICH, and Mr. SKELTON.
H.R. 96: Mr. KLINK, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr.

HUTCHINSON, and Mr. TURNER.
H.R. 122: Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. DELAY,

Mr. RILEY, and Mr. MANZULLO.
H.R. 176: Mr. HILLIARD and Mrs. MORELLA.
H.R. 177: Mrs. KELLY.
H.R. 183: Mr. WEYGAND.
H.R. 191: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.

OWENS, Mr. YATES, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and
Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 216: Mr. RAHALL.
H.R. 299: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 306: Mr. SCHUMER and Mr. MEEHAN.
H.R. 339: Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 367: Mr. CAMP and Mr. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 383: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 446: Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 521: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 530: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. MCCRERY.
H.R. 616: Mr. GORDON, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mrs.

MYRICK, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. DAVIS of Il-
linois, Mr. QUINN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. WATT of North Carolina,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BALDACCI,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. RANGEL, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. RAHALL, and Mrs. LOWEY.

H.R. 650: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. BEREUTER, and
Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.

H.R. 674: Mr. DIAZ-BALART and Mr. GREEN.
H.R. 681: Mr. MCKEON, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms.

WATERS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr.
CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 689: Mr. KUCINICH and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 725: Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma and Mr.

HASTERT.
H.R. 740: Mr. FAWELL.
H.R. 768: Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. LEWIS of Cali-

fornia, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. UPTON, and Mr.
HOBSON.

H.R. 777: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr.
FAZIO of California, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. WATTS of Okla-
homa, and Mr. HILLIARD.

H.R. 789: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina,
and Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 806: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Ms. LOFGREN, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 815: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. ROGERS, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 863: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. YATES, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. KIND of
Wisconsin, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. MCGOVERN,
and Mr. WEYGAND.

H.R. 873: Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 875: Mr. FROST, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,

and Mr. COOKSEY.
H.R. 890: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. ADAM SMITH of

Washington.
H.R. 920: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. MEEHAN, and

Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 928: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,

Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. RIGGS, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BONILLA,
Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 947: Mr. RILEY.
H.R. 956: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 972: Mr. LUTHER.
H.R. 977: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LEWIS of Cali-

fornia, and Mr. OXLEY.
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H.R. 988: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 1002: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. BISH-

OP, Ms. KILPATRICK, and Mr. MENENDEZ.
H.R. 1015: Mr. MILLER of California, Ms.

WOOLSEY, Mr. NADLER, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. WEYGAND, and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1018: Mr. DELLUMS and Mr. EHLERS.
H.R. 1023: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. COOK, Mr.

BAESLER, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. CAMP,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr.
JOHN, Mr. MICA, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. INGLIS of
South Carolina, and Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 1042: Mr. HASTERT, Ms. CHRISTIAN-
GREEN, Mr. FROST, Mr. RUSH, Mr. JACKSON,
Mr. HYDE, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. LAHOOD, and
Mr. SHIMKUS.

H.R. 1080: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.
H.R. 1125: Mr. MCINTYRE and Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 1130: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.

VENTO, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. OBER-
STAR, and Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 1134: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 1140: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. SAM JOHNSON.
H.R. 1156: Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 1169: Mr. BILBRAY and Mrs. MORELLA.
H.R. 1178: Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 1202: Mr. CAMPBELL, Ms. PRYCE of

Ohio, Mr. DELLUMS, Ms. FURSE, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. ACKERMAN, and
Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 1228: Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 1232: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. DEUTSCH, Ms.

RIVERS, Mr. KUCINICH, and Mr. BOYD.
H.R. 1234: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. FILNER, Ms. WA-

TERS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina, Mr. FORD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and
Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN.

H.R. 1260: Mr. TORRES, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. GREEN, Mr. OXLEY,
Mr. DELAY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.
BISHOP, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
MOAKLEY, and Mr. MATSUI.

H.R. 1270: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. PAXON, Ms.
STABENOW, and Mr. WHITE.

H.R. 1283: Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. FAWELL, Ms. DUNN of Washing-
ton, Mr. COLLINS, and Mr. MCINTOSH.

H.R. 1288: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Ms.
SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 1321: Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. BEREUTER,
and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 1322: Mr. CONDIT, Ms. MOLINARI, and
Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 1323: Ms. LOFGREN and Ms. SLAUGH-
TER.

H.R. 1342: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. HILL, Mr.
MORAN of Kansas, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska,
Mr. BOB SCHAFFER, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. THUNE, Mr. COM-
BEST, and Mrs. CHENOWETH.

H.R. 1349: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. FILNER, and
Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1360: Ms. MOLINARI, Ms. LOFGREN, and
Mr. STARK.

H.R. 1369: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. FROST, and Mr.
WHITFIELD.

H.R. 1375: Mr. BISHOP, Mr. MASCARA, Mr.
EHLERS, and Mr. MCCOLLUM.

H.R. 1376: Mr. TORRES, Mr. MANTON, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin.

H.R. 1378: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. DOOLITTLE,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
CALLAHAN, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. BONO, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. PAUL, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. WHITE, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
BRYANT, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. COOK, Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr.
WAMP, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. GOSS, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, and Mr.
BLUNT.

H.R. 1438: Mr. LUTHER, Ms. RIVERS, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 1450: Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 1456: Mr. COMBEST.
H.J. Res. 54: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. MOAK-

LEY.
H.J. Res. 71: Mr. CONDIT, Ms. MOLINARI, and

Mr. SAXTON.
H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylva-

nia, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. CAPPS, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. BARCIA of Michi-
gan, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, and Mr. LAMPSON.

H. Con. Res. 23: Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina.

H. Con. Res. 40: Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina and Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. NEY, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington,
Mr. FORBES, Mr. BENTSEN, Ms. LOFGREN, and
Mr. GREEN.

H. Con. Res. 65: Mr. DICKS, Mr. ALLEN, Ms.
LOFGREN, and Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washing-
ton.

H. Res. 38: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
EHRLICH, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. REYES, Mrs. KENNELLY of
Connecticut, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.
WEYGAND, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
HINOJOSA, and Mr. KILDEE.

H. Res. 39: Mr. KUCINICH.
H. Res. 96: Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. MINK of Ha-

waii, Ms. FURSE, Mr. SHAYS, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. EVANS.

H. Res. 131: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. MATSUI, Ms. CHRISTIAN-
GREEN, Mr. FROST, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 695: Mr. SOLOMON.
H.R. 1031: Mrs. CLAYTON.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2

OFFERED BY: MS. DEGETTE

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 71, line 19, before
the semicolon insert ‘‘and including child
care services for public housing residents’’.

H.R. 2

OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 99, after line 11, in-
sert the following new subsection:

(e) TIME LIMITATION ON OCCUPANCY BY FAM-
ILIES RECEIVING WELFARE ASSISTANCE.—

(1) 2-YEAR LIMITATION.—Each public hous-
ing agency shall limit the duration of occu-
pancy in a public housing dwelling unit of
any family that includes an individual who,
as an adult, receives assistance under any
welfare program (or programs) for 24 con-
secutive months occurring after the effective
date of this Act, to such 24 consecutive
months.

(2) TREATMENT OF TEMPORARY STOPPAGE OF
ASSISTANCE.—For purposes of paragraph (1),
nonconsecutive months in which an individ-
ual receives assistance under a welfare pro-
gram shall be treated as being consecutive if
such months are separated by a period of 6
months or less during which the individual
does not receive such assistance.

(3) INAPPLICABILITY TO PHA’S WITHOUT WAIT-
ING LISTS.—The provisions of paragraph (1)
shall not apply to any public housing agency

that, upon the conclusion of the 24-month
period referred to in such paragraph for any
family, does not have any eligible families
on a waiting list for occupancy in such pub-
lic housing who are without units because of
a lack of available units.

(4) EXCEPTIONS FOR WORKING, ELDERLY, AND
DISABLED FAMILIES.—The provisions of para-
graph (1) shall not apply to—

(A) any family that contains an adult
member who, during the 24-month period re-
ferred to in such paragraph, obtains employ-
ment; except that, if at any time during the
12-month period beginning upon the com-
mencement of such employment, the family
does not contain an adult member who has
employment, the provisions of paragraph (1)
shall apply and the nonconsecutive months
during which the family did not contain an
employed member shall be treated for pur-
poses of such paragraph as being consecu-
tive;

(B) any elderly family; or
(C) any disabled family.
(5) PREFERENCES FOR FAMILIES MOVING TO

FIND EMPLOYMENT.—A public housing agency
may, in establishing preferences under sec-
tion 321(d), provide a preference for any fam-
ily that—

(A) occupied a public housing dwelling unit
owned or operated by a different public hous-
ing agency, but was limited in the duration
of such occupancy by reason of paragraph (1)
of this subsection; and

(B) is determined by the agency to have
moved to the jurisdiction of the agency to
obtain employment.

(6) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the following definitions shall apply:

(A) WELFARE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘welfare
program’’ means a program for aid or assist-
ance under a State program funded under
part A of title IV of the Social Security Act
(as in effect before or after the effective date
of the amendments made by section 103(a) of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996).

(B) EMPLOYMENT.—The term ‘‘employ-
ment’’ means employment in a position
that—

(i) is not a job training or work program
required under a welfare program; and

(ii) involves an average of 20 or more hours
of work per week.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. FRANK

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 35, after line 23, in-
sert the following new subsection:

(h) EFFECTIVENESS ONLY IF FUNDED.—
(1) APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS ONLY IN

YEARS FUNDED.—Subject only to paragraph
(2) and notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, this section shall be effective
for any fiscal year only if amounts are or
have been provided in appropriation Acts for
such fiscal year specifically for covering all
costs of public housing agencies of entering
into, monitoring, and enforcing agreements
under this section and other costs arising
from such agreements. There are authorized
to be appropriated for each fiscal year such
sums as may be necessary for providing as-
sistance to public housing agencies to cover
such costs.

(2) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO FUND.—If, for any
fiscal year, the amounts required under para-
graph (1) are not provided, this section shall
be applied for such fiscal year as follows:

(A) SUBSTITUTION OF OPTION FOR REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The following substitutions shall
apply:

(i) Substitute ‘‘may’’ for ‘‘shall’’ in each of
the following places:

(I) The first place such term appears in
subsection (a)(1).

(II) In subsection (b)(1).
(III) The first place such term appears in

subsection (d)(1).
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(IV) In subsection (e).
(ii) In subsection (a)(2), substitute ‘‘Any’’

for ‘‘The’’.
(iii) In subsection (a)(3), substitute ‘‘any

requirement’’ for ‘‘the requirement’’.
(iv) In subsection (b)(2), substitute ‘‘any

target date’’ for ‘‘the target date’’.
(v) In the second sentence of subsection

(d)(1), substitute ‘‘any such agreement’’ for
‘‘the agreement’’.

(vi) In subsection (d)(2)—
(I) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A), substitute ‘‘Any’’ for ‘‘An’’;
(II) in subparagraph (B), substitute ‘‘any

requirements’’ for ‘‘the requirements’’; and
(III) in subparagraph (C), substitute ‘‘Any’’

for ‘‘The’’.
(vii) In subsection (e)—
(I) in paragraph (1), substitute ‘‘any re-

quirement’’ for ‘‘the requirement’’; and
(II) in paragraph (2), substitute ‘‘any condi-

tions’’ for ‘‘the conditions’’.
(B) TREATMENT OF CONTRACTS.—If a public

housing agency so chooses (in the sole dis-
cretion of the agency), any requirement
under subsection (a) or (b) that is contained
in any community work and family self-suf-
ficiency contract under subsection (d) pre-
viously entered into by the agency or in any
provision previously incorporated pursuant
to subsection (e) into any lease for public
housing of the agency or housing assisted
under title III by the agency shall be treated,
for such fiscal year, as not having any force
or effect.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. FRANK

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 89, after line 13, in-
sert the following:

(e) OPERATING FUND AMOUNTS.—For each of
fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, the
Congress shall provide for the allocations
from the operating fund for grants such
amounts as are necessary to enable public
housing agencies to fully serve family, elder-
ly, and disabled households with the range of
income levels reflected in their local housing
management plans and permissible under
this Act, based on public policy and not on
the need to generate revenue. Such amount
shall not, for any fiscal year, be less than—

(1) for any fiscal year described in sub-
section (b)(2), the full amount for all public
housing agencies determined in accordance
with the performance funding system under
section 9 of the United States Housing Act of
1937, as in effect upon the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, as revised pursuant to sub-
paragraphs (C) and (D) of subsection (d)(1); or

(2) for any fiscal year described in sub-
section (b)(1), the full amount for all public
housing agencies determined under sub-
section 204(b)(1).
The minimum amount required, under para-
graph (1) or (2) shall not be reduced for any
fiscal year by estimates of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development of cost
reductions or of increases in income that
have not been realized in advance of the fis-
cal year.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. FRANK

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 102, strike line 1
and all that follows through line 7 on page
104, and insert the following:
SEC. 225. FAMILY RENTAL PAYMENT.

(a) RENTAL CONTRIBUTION BY RESIDENT.—A
family residing in a public housing dwelling
shall pay as monthly rent for the unit an
amount, determined by the public housing
agency, that does not exceed the greatest of
the following amounts (rounded to the near-
est dollar):

(A) 30 percent of the monthly adjusted in-
come of the family.

(B) 10 percent of the monthly income of the
family.

(C) If the family is receiving payments for
welfare assistance from a public agency and
a part of such payments, adjusted in accord-
ance with the actual housing costs of the
family, is specifically designated by such
agency to meet the housing costs of the fam-
ily, the portion of such payments that is so
designated.

(b) MINIMUM RENTAL AMOUNT.—Each public
housing agency shall require

Page 105, strike line 21 and all that follows
through line 19 on page 106.

Page 107, strike ‘‘, except that’’ on line 2
and all that follows through line 5, and in-
sert a period.

H.R. 2

OFFERED BY: MR. GUTIERREZ

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 170, line 24, after
‘‘agency’’ insert ‘‘or other state and local
government entities’’

H.R. 2

OFFERED BY: MR. GUTIERREZ

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Page 287, after line 15,
insert the following:

(6) TENANT RENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—An owner of qualified

housing may provide, with respect to such
housing, that, notwithstanding section
3(a)(1) of the United States Housing Act of
1937, the rent paid by tenants of assisted
dwelling units in such housing shall be the
lower of the amount provided under such sec-
tion 3(a)(1) or 60 percent of the fair market
rental established pursuant to section 8(c)(1)
of such Act for the area and size of dwelling
unit occupied by the tenant. Upon the re-
quest of an owner, the Secretary may pro-
vide for rent limitations under this para-
graph for qualified housing that are higher
or lower than 60 percent of the fair market
rental on the basis of the Secretary’s finding
that such variations are necessary to carry
out the provisions of this paragraph and are
consistent with the purposes of this para-
graph.

(B) QUALIFIED HOUSING.—For purposes of
this subparagraph, the term ‘‘qualified hous-
ing’’ means housing for which—

(i) section 8 project-based assistance is pro-
vided; and

(ii) not more than 15 percent of the tenants
have rents, at the time the owner first limits
rents pursuant to subparagraph (A), in an
amount exceeding the maximum amount
provided pursuant to the limitation under
subparagraph (A).

(C) LIMITATION BASED ON TENANTS IN-
COMES.—If, at any time, in a housing project
for which section 8 project-based assistance
is provided, more than 40 percent of the ten-
ants would be paying a rent limited by 60
percent of the fair market rental, any rent
limitation applicable under this paragraph
to such project shall not thereafter apply to
any tenant not subject at such time to the
rent limitation, until the percentage of ten-
ants in the project eligible for such limited
rent decreases to below 40 percent.

(D) INAPPLICABILITY TO ELDERLY-ONLY
PROJECTS.—The provisions of this paragraph
shall not apply with respect to any housing
project that is designated for occupancy only
by elderly families.

Page 287, line 16, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert
‘‘(7)’’.

H.R. 2

OFFERED BY: MR. JACKSON OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 25, line 25, strike
the second comma and all that follows
through the comma in line 3 on page 26.

Page 27, after line 10, insert the following:
(4) RIGHTS OF OCCUPANCY.—This subsection

may not be construed (nor may any provi-
sion of subsection (d) or (e)) to create a right
on the part of any public housing agency to

evict or terminate assistance for a family
solely on the basis of any failure of the fam-
ily to comply with the community work re-
quirement under paragraph (1).

Page 33, line 14, before the comma insert
‘‘(except to the extent that this section spe-
cifically limits any authority to evict or ter-
minate assistance)’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. JACKSON OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Page 27, line 7, strike
‘‘or’’.

Page 27, line 10, strike the period and in-
sert ‘‘; or’’.

Page 27, after line 10, insert the following:
(E) a single parent, grandparent, or spouse

of an otherwise exempt individual, who is
the primary caretaker of 1 or more—

(i) children who are 6 years of age or under;
(ii) elderly persons; or
(iii) persons with disabilities.
Page 29, line 3, strike ‘‘or’’.
Page 29, line 6, strike the period and insert

‘‘; or’’.
Page 29, after line 6, insert the following:
(5) a single parent, grandparent, or spouse

of an otherwise exempt individual, who is
the primary caretaker of 1 or more—

(A) children who are 6 years of age or
under;

(B) elderly persons; or
(C) persons with disabilities.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

(AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE)

AMENDMENT NO. 10: Strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the
following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-

TENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Public Housing Management Reform
Act of 1997’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows—
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents.
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes.

TITLE I—PUBLIC HOUSING AND RENT
REFORMS

Sec. 101. Establishment of capital and oper-
ating funds.

Sec. 102. Determination of rental amounts
for residents.

Sec. 103. Minimum rents for public housing
and section 8.

Sec. 104. Public housing ceiling rents.
Sec. 105. Disallowance of earned income

from public housing and section
8 rent and family contribution
determinations.

Sec. 106. Public housing homeownership.
Sec. 107. Public housing agency plan.
Sec. 108. PHMAP indicators for small PHA’s.
Sec. 109. PHMAP self-sufficiency indicator.
Sec. 110. Expansion of powers for dealing

with PHA’s.
Sec. 111. Public housing site-based waiting

lists.
Sec. 112. Community service requirements

for public housing and section 8
programs.

Sec. 113. Comprehensive improvement as-
sistance program streamlining.

Sec. 114. Flexibility for PHA funding.
Sec. 115. Replacement housing resources.
Sec. 116. Repeal of one-for-one replacement

housing requirement.
Sec. 117. Demolition, site revitalization, re-

placement housing, and tenant-
based assistance grants for de-
velopments.

Sec. 118. Performance evaluation board.
Sec. 119. Economic development and sup-

portive services for public hous-
ing residents.
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Sec. 120. Penalty for slow expenditure of

modernization funds.
Sec. 121. Designation of PHA’s as troubled.
Sec. 122. Volunteer services under the 1937

Act.
Sec. 123. Authorization of appropriations for

operation safe home program.
TITLE II—SECTION 8 STREAMLINING

Sec. 201. Permanent repeal of Federal pref-
erences.

Sec. 202. Income targeting for public hous-
ing and section 8 programs.

Sec. 203. Merger of tenant-based assistance
programs.

Sec. 204. Section 8 administrative fees.
Sec. 205. Section 8 homeownership.
Sec. 206. Welfare to work certificates.
Sec. 207. Effect of failure to comply with

public assistance requirements.
Sec. 208. Streamlining section 8 tenant-

based assistance.
Sec. 209. Nondiscrimination against certifi-

cate and voucher holders.
Sec. 210. Recapture and reuse of ACC project

reserves under tenant-based as-
sistance program.

Sec. 211. Expanding the coverage of the Pub-
lic and Assisted Housing Drug
Elimination Act of 1990.

Sec. 212. Study regarding rental assistance.
TITLE III—‘‘ONE-STRIKE AND YOU’RE

OUT’’ OCCUPANCY PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Screening of applicants.
Sec. 302. Termination of tenancy and assist-

ance.
Sec. 303. Lease requirements.
Sec. 304. Availability of criminal records for

public housing tenant screening
and eviction.

Sec. 305. Definitions.
Sec. 306. Conforming amendments.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) we have a shared national interest in

creating safe, decent and affordable housing
because, for all Americans, housing is an es-
sential building block toward holding a job,
getting an education, participating in the
community, and helping fulfill our national
goals;

(2) the American people recognized this
shared national interest in 1937, when we cre-
ated a public housing program dedicated to
meeting these needs while creating more
hope and opportunity for the American peo-
ple;

(3) for 60 years America’s public housing
system has provided safe, decent, and afford-
able housing for millions of low-income fam-
ilies, who have used public housing as a step-
ping stone toward greater stability, inde-
pendence, and homeownership;

(4) today, more than 3,300 local public
housing agencies—95 percent of all housing
agencies throughout America—are providing
a good place for families to live and fulfilling
their historic mission;

(5) yet, for all our progress as a nation,
today, only one out of four Americans who
needs housing assistance receives it;

(6) at the same time, approximately 15 per-
cent of the people who live in public housing
nationwide live in housing with management
designated as ‘‘troubled’’;

(7) for numerous developments at these
troubled public housing agencies and else-
where, families face a overwhelming mix of
crime, drug trafficking, unemployment, and
despair, where there is little hope for a bet-
ter future or a better life;

(8) the past 60 years have resulted in a sys-
tem where outdated rules and excessive gov-
ernment regulation are limiting our ability
to propose innovative solutions and solve
problems, not only at the relatively few local
public housing agencies designated as trou-
bled, but at the 3,300 that are working well;

(9) obstacles faced by those agencies that
are working well—multiple reports and cum-
bersome regulations—make a compelling
case for deregulation and for concentration
by the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment on fulfillment of the program’s
basic mission;

(10) all told, the Department has drifted
from its original mission, creating bureau-
cratic processes that encumber the people
and organizations it is supposed to serve;

(11) under a framework enacted by Con-
gress, the Department has begun major re-
forms to address these problems, with dra-
matic results;

(12) public housing agencies have begun to
demolish and replace the worst public hous-
ing, reduce crime, promote resident self-suf-
ficiency, upgrade management, and end the
isolation of public housing developments
from the working world;

(13) the Department has also recognized
that for public housing to work better, the
Department needs to work better, and has
begun a major overhaul of its organization,
streamlining operations, improving manage-
ment, building stronger partnerships with
state and local agencies and improving its
ability to take enforcement actions where
necessary to assure that its programs serve
their intended purposes; and

(14) for these dramatic reforms to succeed,
permanent legislation is now needed to con-
tinue the transformation of public housing
agencies, strip away outdated rules, provide
necessary enforcement tools, and empower
the Department and local agencies to meet
the needs of America’s families.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this
Act—

(1) to completely overhaul the framework
and rules that were put in place to govern
public housing 60 years ago;

(2) to revolutionize the way public housing
serves its clients, fits in the community,
builds opportunity, and prepares families for
a better life;

(3) to reaffirm America’s historic commit-
ment to safe, decent, and affordable housing
and to remove the obstacles to meeting that
goal;

(4) to continue the complete and total
overhaul of management of the Department;

(5) to dramatically deregulate and reorga-
nize the Federal Government’s management
and oversight of America’s public housing;

(6) to ensure that local public housing
agencies spend more time delivering vital
services to residents and less time complying
with unessential regulations or filing unes-
sential reports;

(7) to achieve greater accountability of
taxpayer funds by empowering the Federal
Government to take firmer, quicker, and
more effective actions to improve the man-
agement of troubled local housing authori-
ties and to crack down on poor performance;

(8) to preserve public housing as a rental
resource for low-income Americans, while
breaking down the extreme social isolation
of public housing from mainstream America;

(9) to provide for revitalization of severely
distressed public housing, or its replacement
with replacement housing or tenant-based
assistance;

(10) to integrate public housing reform
with welfare reform so that welfare recipi-
ents—many of whom are public housing resi-
dents—can better chart a path to independ-
ence and self-sufficiency;

(11) to anchor in a permanent statute need-
ed changes that will result in the continued
transformation of the public housing and
tenant-based assistance programs—including
deregulating well-performing housing agen-
cies, ensuring accountability to the public,
providing sanctions for poor performers, and
providing additional management tools;

(12) to streamline and simplify the tenant-
based Section 8 program and to make this
program workable for providing homeowner-
ship; and

(13) through these comprehensive meas-
ures, to reform the United States Housing
Act of 1937 and the programs thereunder.

TITLE I—PUBLIC HOUSING AND RENT
REFORMS

SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF CAPITAL AND OP-
ERATING FUNDS.

(a) CAPITAL FUND.—Section 14(a) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(5) as subparagraphs (A) through (E), respec-
tively;

(2) by inserting the paragraph designation
‘‘(2)’’ before ‘‘It is the purpose’’; and

(3) by inserting the following new para-
graph (1) immediately after the subsection
designation ‘‘(a)’’:

‘‘(1) The Secretary shall establish a Capital
Fund under this section for the purpose of
making assistance available to public hous-
ing agencies in accordance with this sec-
tion.’’.

(b) OPERATING FUND.—Section 9(a) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘SEC. 9. (a)(1)(A) In addition
to’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘SEC. 9. (a) The Secretary shall establish
an Operating Fund under this section for the
purpose of making assistance available to
public housing agencies in accordance with
this section.

‘‘(1)(A) In addition to’’.
SEC. 102. DETERMINATION OF RENTAL AMOUNTS

FOR RESIDENTS OF PUBLIC HOUS-
ING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by revising subpara-
graph (A) to read as follows:

‘‘(A)(i) if the family is assisted under sec-
tion 8 of this Act, 30 percent of the family’s
monthly adjusted income; or

‘‘(ii) if the family resides in public housing,
an amount established by the public housing
agency not to exceed 30 percent of the fami-
ly’s monthly adjusted income;’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(5)—
(A) after the semicolon following subpara-

graph (F), by inserting ‘‘and’’;
(B) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘;

and’’ and inserting a period; and
(C) by striking subparagraph (H).
(b) REVISED OPERATING SUBSIDY FOR-

MULA.—The Secretary, in consultation with
interested parties, shall establish a revised
formula for allocating operating assistance
under section 9 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, which formula may include such
factors as:

(1) standards for the costs of operation and
reasonable projections of income, taking
into account the character and location of
the public housing project and characteris-
tics of the families served, or the costs of
providing comparable services as determined
with criteria or a formula representing the
operations of a prototype well-managed pub-
lic housing project;

(2) the number of public housing dwelling
units owned and operated by the public hous-
ing agency, the percentage of those units
that are occupied by very low-income fami-
lies, and, if applicable, the reduction in the
number of public housing units as a result of
any conversion to a system of tenant-based
assistance;

(3) the degree of household poverty served
by a public housing agency;

(4) the extent to which the public housing
agency provides programs and activities de-
signed to promote the economic self-suffi-
ciency and management skills of public
housing tenants;
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(5) the number of dwelling units owned and

operated by the public housing agency that
are chronically vacant and the amount of as-
sistance appropriate for those units;

(6) the costs of the public housing agency
associated with anti-crime and anti-drug ac-
tivities, including the costs of providing ade-
quate security for public housing tenants;

(7) the ability of the public housing agency
to effectively administer the Operating Fund
distribution of the public housing agency;

(8) incentives to public housing agencies
for good management;

(9) standards for the costs of operation of
assisted housing compared to unassisted
housing; and

(10) an incentive to encourage public hous-
ing agencies to increase nonrental income
and to increase rental income attributable to
their units by encouraging occupancy by
families whose incomes have increase while
in occupancy and newly admitted families;
such incentive shall provide that the agency
shall derive the full benefit of any increase
in nonrental or rental income, and such in-
crease shall not result in a decrease in
amounts provided to the agency under this
title; in addition, an agency shall be per-
mitted to retain, from each fiscal year, the
full benefit of such an increase in nonrental
or rental income, except to the extent that
such benefit exceeds (A) 100 percent of the
total amount of the operating amounts for
which the agency is eligible under this sec-
tion, and (B) the maximum balance per-
mitted for the agency’s operating reserve
under this section and any regulations issued
under this section.

(c) TRANSITION PROVISION.—Prior to the es-
tablishment and implementation of an oper-
ating subsidy formula under subsection (b),
if a public housing agency establishes a rent-
al amount that is less than 30 percent of the
family’s monthly adjusted income pursuant
to section 3(a)(1)(A)(ii) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended by sub-
section (a)(1), the Secretary shall not take
into account any reduction of or increase in
the public housing agency’s per unit dwelling
rental income resulting from the use of such
rental amount when calculating the con-
tributions under section 9 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 for the public
housing agency for the operation of the pub-
lic housing.
SEC. 103. MINIMUM RENTS FOR PUBLIC HOUSING

AND SECTION 8 PROGRAMS.
The second sentence of section 3(a)(1) of

the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended—

(1) at the end of subparagraph (B), by strik-
ing ‘‘or’’;

(2) in subsection (C), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by inserting the following at the end:
‘‘(D) $25.

Where establishing the rent or family con-
tribution based on subparagraph (D) would
otherwise result in undue hardship (as de-
fined by the Secretary or the public housing
agency) for one or more categories of af-
fected families described in the next sen-
tence, the Secretary or the public housing
agency may exempt one or more such cat-
egories from the requirements of this para-
graph and may require a lower minimum
monthly rental contribution for one or more
such categories. The categories of families
described in this sentence shall include fami-
lies subject to situations in which (i) the
family has lost eligibility for or is awaiting
an eligibility determination for a Federal,
State, or local assistance program; (ii) the
family would be evicted as a result of the im-
position of the minimum rent requirement
under subsection (c); (iii) the income of the
family has decreased because of changed cir-
cumstance, including loss of employment;

and (iv) a death in the family has occurred;
and other families subject to such situations
as may be determined by the Secretary or
the agency. Where the rent or contribution
of a family would otherwise be based on sub-
paragraph (D) and a member of the family is
an immigrant lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence (as those terms are defined in
sections 101(a)(15) and 101(a)(20) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(a)(15) and 8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(20)) who would
have been entitled to public benefits but for
title IV of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996, notwithstanding any other provision of
this section, a public housing agency shall
exempt the family from the requirements of
this paragraph.’’.
SEC. 104. PUBLIC HOUSING CEILING RENTS.

(a) Section 3(a)(2)(A) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended by section
402(b)(1) of The Balanced Budget Downpay-
ment Act, I, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) adopt ceiling rents that reflect the
reasonable market value of the housing, but
that are not less than—

‘‘(i) for housing other than housing pre-
dominantly for elderly or disabled families
(or both), 75 percent of the monthly cost to
operate the housing of the agency;

‘‘(ii) for housing predominantly for elderly
or disabled families (or both), 100 percent of
the monthly cost to operate the housing of
the agency; and

‘‘(iii) the monthly cost to make a deposit
to a replacement reserve (in the sole discre-
tion of the public housing agency); and’’.

(b) Notwithstanding section 402(f) of The
Balanced Budget Downpayment Act, I, the
amendments made by section 402(b) of that
Act shall remain in effect after fiscal year
1997.
SEC. 105. DISALLOWANCE OF EARNED INCOME

FROM PUBLIC HOUSING AND SEC-
TION 8 RENT AND FAMILY CON-
TRIBUTION DETERMINATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) by striking the undesignated paragraph
at the end of subsection (c)(3) (as added by
section 515(b) of Public Law 101-625); and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(d) DISALLOWANCE OF EARNED INCOME
FROM PUBLIC HOUSING AND SECTION 8 RENT
AND FAMILY CONTRIBUTION DETERMINA-
TIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the rent payable
under subsection (a) by, the family contribu-
tion determined in accordance with sub-
section (a) for, a family—

‘‘(A) that—
‘‘(i) occupies a unit in a public housing

project; or
‘‘(ii) receives assistance under section 8;

and
‘‘(B) whose income increases as a result of

employment of a member of the family who
was previously unemployed for one or more
years (including a family whose income in-
creases as a result of the participation of a
family member in any family self-sufficiency
or other job training program);may not be
increased as a result of the increased income
due to such employment during the 18-month
period beginning on the date on which the
employment is commenced.

‘‘(2) PHASE-IN OF RATE INCREASES.—After
the expiration of the 18-month period re-
ferred to in paragraph (1), rent increases due
to the continued employment of the family
member described in paragraph (1)(b) shall
be phased in over a subsequent 3-year period.

‘‘(3) OVERALL LIMITATION.—Rent payable
under subsection (a) shall not exceed the
amount determined under subsection (a).’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF AMENDMENT.—

(1) PUBLIC HOUSING.—Notwithstanding the
amendment made by subsection (a), any ten-
ant of public housing participating in the
program under the authority contained in
the undesignated paragraph at the end of the
section 3(c)(3) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as that paragraph existed on the
day before the date of enactment this Act,
shall be governed by that authority after
that date.

(2) SECTION 8.—The amendments made by
subsection (a) shall apply to tenant-based as-
sistance provided by a public housing agency
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 on and after October 1, 1998, but
shall apply only to the extent approved in
appropriation Acts.
SEC. 106. PUBLIC HOUSING HOMEOWNERSHIP.

Section 5(h) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘lower
income tenants,’’ and inserting the follow-
ing: ‘‘low-income tenants, or to any organi-
zation serving as a conduit for sales to such
tenants,’’; and

(2) by adding the following two sentences
at the end: ‘‘In the case of purchase by an en-
tity that is an organization serving as a con-
duit for sales to such tenants, the entity
shall sell the units to low-income families
within five years from the date of its acquisi-
tion of the units. The entity shall use any
net proceeds from the resale and from man-
aging the units, as determined in accordance
with guidelines of the Secretary, for housing
purposes, such as funding resident organiza-
tions and reserves for capital replace-
ments.’’.
SEC. 107. PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY PLAN.

The United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended by inserting after section 5 the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 5A. PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY PLAN.

‘‘(a) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—(1) Each public
housing agency shall submit to the Sec-
retary a public housing agency plan that
shall consist of the following parts, as appli-
cable—

‘‘(A) A statement of the housing needs of
low-income and very low-income families re-
siding in the community served by the public
housing agency, and of other low-income
families on the waiting list of the agency (in-
cluding the housing needs of elderly families
and disabled families), and the means by
which the agency intends, to the maximum
extent practicable, to address such needs.

‘‘(B) The procedures for outreach efforts
(including efforts that are planned and that
have been executed) to homeless families and
to entities providing assistance to homeless
families, in the jurisdiction of the public
housing agency.

‘‘(C) For assistance under section 14, a 5-
year comprehensive plan, as described in sec-
tion 14(e)(1).

‘‘(D) For assistance under section 14, the
annual statement, as required under section
14(e)(3).

‘‘(E) An annual description of the public
housing agency’s plans for the following ac-
tivities—

‘‘(i) demolition and disposition under sec-
tion 18;

‘‘(ii) homeownership under section 5(h);
and

‘‘(iii) designated housing under section 7.
‘‘(F) An annual submission by the public

housing agency consisting of the following
information—

‘‘(i) tenant selection admission and assign-
ment policies, including any admission pref-
erences;

‘‘(ii) rent policies, including income and
rent calculation methodology, minimum
rents, ceiling rents, and income exclusions,
disregards, or deductions;
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‘‘(iii) any cooperation agreements between

the public housing agency and State welfare
and employment agencies to target services
to public housing residents (public housing
agencies shall use best efforts to enter into
such agreements); and

‘‘(iv) anti-crime and security plans, includ-
ing—

‘‘(I) a strategic plan for addressing crime
on or affecting the sites owned by the agen-
cy, which shall provide, on a development-
by-development basis, for measures to ensure
the safety of public housing residents, shall
be established, with respect to each develop-
ment, in consultation with the police officer
or officers in command for the precinct in
which the development is located, shall de-
scribe the need for measures to ensure the
safety of public housing residents and for
crime prevention measures, describe any
such activities conducted, or to be con-
ducted, by the agency, and provide for co-
ordination between the public housing agen-
cy and the appropriate police precincts for
carrying out such measures and activities;

‘‘(II) a statement of activities in further-
ance of the strategic plan to be carried out
with assistance under the Public and As-
sisted Housing Drug Elimination Act of 1990;

‘‘(III) performance criteria regrading the
effective use of such assistance; and

‘‘(IV) any plans for the provision of anti-
crime assistance to be provided by the local
government in addition to the assistance
otherwise required to be provided by the
agreement for local cooperation under sec-
tion 5(e)(2) or other applicable law.
Where a public housing agency has no
changes to report in any of the information
required under this subparagraph since the
previous annual submission, the public agen-
cy shall only state in its annual submission
that it has made no changes. If the Secretary
determines, at any time, that the security
needs of a development are not being ade-
quately addressed by the strategic crime
plan for the agency under clause (iv)(I), or
that the local police precinct is not comply-
ing with the plan, the Secretary may medi-
ate between the public housing agency and
the local precinct to resolve any issues of
conflict. If after such mediation has occurred
and the Secretary determines that the secu-
rity needs of the development are not ade-
quately addressed, the Secretary may re-
quire the public housing agency to submit an
amended plan.

‘‘(G) Other appropriate information that
the Secretary requires for each public hous-
ing agency that is—

‘‘(i) at risk of being designated as troubled
under section 6(j); or

‘‘(ii) designated as troubled under section
6(j).

‘‘(H) Other information required by the
Secretary in connection with the provision
of assistance under section 9.

‘‘(I) An annual certification by the public
housing agency that it has met the citizen
participation requirements under subsection
(b).

‘‘(J) An annual certification by the public
housing agency that it will carry out the
public housing agency plan in conformity
with title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
the Fair Housing Act, section 504 of the Re-
habilitation Act of 1973, and title II of the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, and
will affirmatively further fair housing.

‘‘(K) An annual certification by the public
housing agency that the public housing
agency plan is consistent with the approved
Consolidated Plan for the locality.

‘‘(2) The Secretary may provide for more
frequent submissions where the public hous-
ing agency proposes to amend any parts of
the public housing agency plan.

‘‘(b) CITIZEN PARTICIPATION REQUIRE-
MENTS.—In developing the public housing
agency plan under subsection (a), each public
housing agency shall consult with appro-
priate local government officials and with
tenants of the housing projects, which shall
include at least one public hearing that shall
be held prior to the adoption of the plan, and
afford tenants and interested parties an op-
portunity to summarize their priorities and
concerns, to ensure their due consideration
in the planning process of the public housing
agency.

‘‘(c) PERFORMANCE REPORTS.—The Sec-
retary shall require the public housing agen-
cy to submit any information that the Sec-
retary determines is appropriate or nec-
essary to assess the management perform-
ance of public housing agencies and resident
management corporations under section 6(j)
and to monitor assistance provided under
this Act. To the maximum extent feasible,
the Secretary shall require such information
in one report, as part of the annual submis-
sion of the agency under subsection (a).

‘‘(d) STANDARDS FOR DETERMINATION OF
NONCOMPLIANCE.—After submission by a pub-
lic housing agency of a public housing agen-
cy plan under subsection (a), the Secretary
shall determine whether the plan complies
with the requirements under this section.
The Secretary may determine that a plan
does not comply with the requirements
under this section only if—

‘‘(1) the plan is incomplete in significant
matters required under this section;

‘‘(2) there is evidence available to the Sec-
retary that challenges, in a substantial man-
ner, any information provided in the plan;

‘‘(3) the Secretary determines that the
plan does not comply with Federal law or
violates the purposes of this Act because it
fails to provide housing that will be viable
on a long-term basis at a reasonable cost;

‘‘(4) the plan plainly fails to adequately
identify the needs of low-income families for
housing assistance in the jurisdiction of the
agency;

‘‘(5) the plan plainly fails to adequately
identify the capital improvement needs for
public housing developments in the jurisdic-
tion of the agency;

‘‘(6) the activities identified in the plan are
plainly inappropriate to address the needs
identified in the plan; or

‘‘(7) the plan is inconsistent with the re-
quirements of this Act.

‘‘(e) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
may waive, or specify alternative require-
ments for, any requirements under this sec-
tion that the Secretary determines are bur-
densome or unnecessary for public housing
agencies that only administer tenant-based
assistance and do not own or operate public
housing.’’.
SEC. 108. PHMAP INDICATORS FOR SMALL PHA’S.

Section 6(j)(1) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended by—

(1) redesignating subparagraphs (A)
through (I) as clauses (i) through (ix);

(2) redesignating clauses (1), (2), and (3) in
clause (ix), as redesignated by paragraph (1),
as subclauses (I), (II), and (III) respectively;

(3) in the fourth sentence, inserting imme-
diately before clause (i), as redesignated, the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(A) For public housing agencies that own
or operate 250 or more public housing dwell-
ing units—’’; and

(4) adding the following new subparagraph
at the end:

‘‘(B) For public housing agencies that own
and operate fewer than 250 public housing
dwelling units—

‘‘(i) The number and percentage of vacan-
cies within an agency’s inventory, including
the progress that an agency has made within

the previous 3 years to reduce such vacan-
cies.

‘‘(ii) The percentage of rents uncollected.
‘‘(iii) The ability of the agency to produce

and use accurate and timely records of
monthly income and expenses and to main-
tain at least a 3-month reserve.

‘‘(iv) The annual inspection of occupied
units and the agency’s ability to respond to
maintenance work orders.

‘‘(v) Any one additional factor that the
Secretary may determine to be appro-
priate.’’.
SEC. 109. PHMAP SELF-SUFFICIENCY INDICATOR.

Section 6(j)(1)(A) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended by section
108 of this Act, is amended at the end by add-
ing the following new clause:

‘‘(x) The extent to which the agency co-
ordinates and promotes participation by
families in programs that assist them to
achieve self-sufficiency.’’.
SEC. 110. EXPANSION OF POWERS FOR DEALING

WITH PHA’S IN SUBSTANTIAL DE-
FAULT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6(j)(3) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 is amend-
ed—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by amending clause (i) to read as fol-

lows:
‘‘(i) solicit competitive proposals from

other public housing agencies and private
housing management agents which, in the
discretion of the Secretary, may be selected
by existing public housing residents through
administrative procedures established by the
Secretary; if appropriate, these proposals
shall provide for such agents to manage all,
or part, of the housing administered by the
public housing agency or all or part of the
other programs of the agency;’’;

(B) by redesignating clause (iv) as clause
(v) and amending it to read as follows:

‘‘(v) require the agency to make other ar-
rangements acceptable to the Secretary and
in the best interests of the public housing
residents and families assisted under section
8 for managing all, or part, of the public
housing administered by the agency or of the
programs of the agency.’’; and

(C) by inserting a new clause (iv) after
clause (iii) to read as follows:

‘‘(iv) take possession of all or part of the
public housing agency, including all or part
of any project or program of the agency, in-
cluding any project or program under any
other provision of this title; and’’; and

(2) by striking subparagraphs (B) through
(D) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

‘‘(B)(i) If a public housing agency is identi-
fied as troubled under this subsection, the
Secretary shall notify the agency of the
troubled status of the agency.

‘‘(ii) Upon the expiration of the 1-year pe-
riod beginning on the later of the date on
which the agency receives notice from the
Secretary of the troubled status of the agen-
cy under clause (i) and the date of enactment
of the Public Housing Management Reform
Act of 1997, the Secretary shall—

‘‘(I) in the case of a troubled public hous-
ing agency with 1,250 or more units, petition
for the appointment of a receiver pursuant
to subparagraph (A)(ii); or

‘‘(II) in the case of a troubled public hous-
ing agency with fewer than 1,250 units, ei-
ther—

‘‘(aa) petition for the appointment of a re-
ceiver pursuant to subparagraph (A)(ii); or

‘‘(bb) appoint, on a competitive or non-
competitive basis, an individual or entity as
an administrative receiver to assume the re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary for the admin-
istration of all or part of the public housing
agency (including all or part of any project
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or program of the agency), provided the Sec-
retary has taken possession of all or part of
the public housing agency (including all or
part of any project or program of the agency)
pursuant to subparagraph (A)(iv).

‘‘(C) If a receiver is appointed pursuant to
subparagraph (A)(ii), in addition to the pow-
ers accorded by the court appointing the re-
ceiver, the receiver—

‘‘(i) may abrogate any contract to which
the United States or an agency of the United
States is not a party that, in the receiver’s
written determination (which shall include
the basis for such determination), substan-
tially impedes correction of the substantial
default, but only after the receiver deter-
mines that reasonable efforts to renegotiate
such contract have failed;

‘‘(ii) may demolish and dispose of all or
part of the assets of the public housing agen-
cy (including all or part of any project of the
agency) in accordance with section 18, in-
cluding disposition by transfer of properties
to resident-supported nonprofit entities;

‘‘(iii) if determined to be appropriate by
the Secretary, may seek the establishment,
as permitted by applicable State and local
law, of one or more new public housing agen-
cies;

‘‘(iv) if determined to be appropriate by the
Secretary, may seek consolidation of all or
part of the agency (including all or part of
any project or program of the agency), as
permitted by applicable State and local laws,
into other well-managed public housing
agencies with the consent of such well-man-
aged agencies; and

‘‘(v) shall not be required to comply with
any State or local law relating to civil serv-
ice requirements, employee rights (except
civil rights), procurement, or financial or ad-
ministrative controls that, in the receiver’s
written determination (which shall include
the basis for such determination), substan-
tially impedes correction of the substantial
default.

‘‘(D)(i) If the Secretary takes possession of
all or part of the public housing agency, in-
cluding all or part of any project or program
of the agency, pursuant to subparagraph
(A)(iv), the Secretary—

‘‘(I) may abrogate any contract to which
the United States or an agency of the United
States is not a party that, in the written de-
termination of the Secretary (which shall in-
clude the basis for such determination), sub-
stantially impedes correction of the substan-
tial default, but only after the Secretary de-
termines that reasonable efforts to renego-
tiate such contract have failed;

‘‘(II) may demolish and dispose of all or
part of the assets of the public housing agen-
cy (including all or part of any project of the
agency) in accordance with section 18, in-
cluding disposition by transfer of properties
to resident-supported nonprofit entities;

‘‘(III) may seek the establishment, as per-
mitted by applicable State and local law, of
one or more new public housing agencies;

‘‘(IV) may seek consolidation of all or part
of the agency (including all or part of any
project or program of the agency), as per-
mitted by applicable State and local laws,
into other well-managed public housing
agencies with the consent of such well-man-
aged agencies;

‘‘(V) shall not be required to comply with
any State or local law relating to civil serv-
ice requirements, employee rights (except
civil rights), procurement, or financial or ad-
ministrative controls that, in the Sec-
retary’s written determination (which shall
include the basis for such determination),
substantially impedes correction of the sub-
stantial default; and

‘‘(VI) shall, without any action by a dis-
trict court of the United States, have such
additional authority as a district court of

the United States would have the authority
to confer upon a receiver to achieve the pur-
poses of the receivership.

‘‘(ii) If the Secretary, pursuant to subpara-
graph (B)(ii)(II)(bb), appoints an administra-
tive receiver to assume the responsibilities
of the Secretary for the administration of all
or part of the public housing agency (includ-
ing all or part of any project or program of
the agency), the Secretary may delegate to
the administrative receiver any or all of the
powers given the Secretary by this subpara-
graph, as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate.

‘‘(iii) Regardless of any delegation under
this subparagraph, an administrative re-
ceiver may not seek the establishment of one
or more new public housing agencies pursu-
ant to clause (i)(III) or the consolidation of
all or part of an agency into other well-man-
aged agencies pursuant to clause (i)(IV), un-
less the Secretary first approves an applica-
tion by the administrative receiver to au-
thorize such action.

‘‘(E) The Secretary may make available to
receivers and other entities selected or ap-
pointed pursuant to this paragraph such as-
sistance as the Secretary determines in the
discretion of the Secretary is necessary and
available to remedy the substantial deterio-
ration of living conditions in individual pub-
lic housing developments or other related
emergencies that endanger the health, safe-
ty, and welfare of public housing residents or
families assisted under section 8. A decision
made by the Secretary under this paragraph
is not subject to review in any court of the
United States, or in any court of any State,
territory, or possession of the United States.

‘‘(F) In any proceeding under subparagraph
(A)(ii), upon a determination that a substan-
tial default has occurred, and without regard
to the availability of alternative remedies,
the court shall appoint a receiver to conduct
the affairs of all or part of the public housing
agency in a manner consistent with this Act
and in accordance with such further terms
and conditions as the court may provide. The
receiver appointed may be another public
housing agency, a private management cor-
poration, or any other person or appropriate
entity. The court shall have power to grant
appropriate temporary or preliminary relief
pending final disposition of the petition by
the Secretary.

‘‘(G) The appointment of a receiver pursu-
ant to this paragraph may be terminated,
upon the petition of any party, when the
court determines that all defaults have been
cured or the public housing agency is capable
again of discharging its duties.

‘‘(H) If the Secretary (or an administrative
receiver appointed by the Secretary) takes
possession of a public housing agency (in-
cluding all or part of any project or program
of the agency), or if a receiver is appointed
by a court, the Secretary or receiver shall be
deemed to be acting not in the official capac-
ity of that person or entity, but rather in the
capacity of the public housing agency, and
any liability incurred, regardless of whether
the incident giving rise to that liability oc-
curred while the Secretary or receiver was in
possession of all or part of the public housing
agency (including all or part of any project
or program of the agency), shall be the li-
ability of the public housing agency.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVENESS.—The provisions of, and
duties and authorities conferred or con-
firmed by, subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to actions taken before, on, or after
the effective date of this Act and shall apply
to any receivers appointed for a public hous-
ing agency before the date of enactment of
this Act.

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTION REGARDING AP-
PLICABILITY TO SECTION 8.—Section 8(h) of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 is

amended by inserting after ‘‘6’’ the follow-
ing: ‘‘(except as provided in section 6(j)(3))’’.
SEC. 111. PUBLIC HOUSING SITE-BASED WAITING

LISTS.
Section 6 of the United States Housing Act

of 1937, as amended by section 306(a)(2) of
this Act, is amended by inserting the follow-
ing new subsection at the end:

‘‘(q) A public housing agency may estab-
lish, in accordance with guidelines estab-
lished by the Secretary, procedures for main-
taining waiting lists for admissions to public
housing developments of the agency, which
may include a system whereby applicants
may apply directly at or otherwise designate
the development or developments in which
they seek to reside. All such procedures
must comply with all provisions of title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Fair Hous-
ing Act, and other applicable civil rights
laws.’’.
SEC. 112. COMMUNITY SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

FOR PUBLIC HOUSING AND SECTION
8 PROGRAMS.

Section 12 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) COMMUNITY SERVICE REQUIREMENTS
FOR PUBLIC HOUSING AND SECTION 8 PRO-
GRAMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A public housing agency
shall encourage each adult member of each
family residing in public housing or assisted
under section 8 to participate, for not less
than 8 hours per month, in community serv-
ice activities (not to include any political
activity) within the community in which
that adult resides.

‘‘(2) EXEMPTIONS.—The requirement in
paragraph (1) shall not apply to any adult
who is—

‘‘(A) at least 62 years of age;
‘‘(B) a person with disabilities who is un-

able, as determined in accordance with
guidelines established by the Secretary, to
comply with this subsection;

‘‘(C) working at least 20 hours per week, a
student, receiving vocational training, or
otherwise meeting work, training, or edu-
cational requirements of a public assistance
program other than the program specified in
subparagraph (E);

‘‘(D) a single parent, grandparent, or the
spouse of an otherwise exempt individual,
who is the primary caretaker of one or
more—

‘‘(i) children who are 6 years of age or
younger;

‘‘(ii) persons who are at least 62 years of
age; or

‘‘(iii) persons with disabilities; or
‘‘(E) in a family receiving assistance under

the Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies program under part A of title IV of the
Social Security Act.’’.
SEC. 113. COMPREHENSIVE IMPROVEMENT AS-

SISTANCE PROGRAM STREAMLIN-
ING.

(a) Section 14(d) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) No assistance may be made available
under subsection (b) to a public housing
agency that owns or operates fewer than 250
public housing units unless the agency has
submitted a comprehensive plan in accord-
ance with subsection (e)(1) and the Secretary
has approved it in accordance with sub-
section (e)(2). The assistance shall be allo-
cated to individual agencies on the basis of a
formula established by the Secretary.’’.

(b) Section 14 (f)(1) is repealed.
(c) Section 14 (g) is amended by striking

‘‘(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)’’.
(d) Section 14(h) is repealed.
(e) Section 14(i) is repealed.
(f) Section 14(k)(1) is amended by striking

‘‘$75,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$100,000,000’’.
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SEC. 114. FLEXIBILITY FOR PHA FUNDING.

(a) EXPANSION OF USES OF FUNDING.—Sec-
tion 14(q)(1) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting after
‘‘section 5,’’ the following ‘‘by section 24,’’;

(2) in the first sentence, by inserting after
‘‘public housing agency,’’, the following: ‘‘ex-
cept for the provision of tenant-based assist-
ance,’’; and

(3) by inserting at the end the following:
‘‘Notwithstanding the foregoing, (i) a public
housing agency that owns or operates fewer
than 250 units may use modernization assist-
ance provided under section 14, development
assistance provided under section 5(a), and
operating subsidy provided under section 9,
for any eligible activity authorized by this
Act or by applicable appropriations Acts for
a public housing agency, except for assist-
ance under section 8, and (ii) any agency de-
termined to be a troubled agency under sec-
tion 6(j) may use amounts not appropriated
under section 9 for any operating subsidy
purpose authorized in section 9 only with the
approval of the Secretary and provided that
the housing is maintained and operated in a
safe and sanitary condition.’’.

(b) MIXED-FINANCE DEVELOPMENT.—Section
14(q)(2) of such Act is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(2) MIXED FINANCE PUBLIC HOUSING.—
‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may,

upon such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary may prescribe, authorize a public
housing agency to provide for the use of cap-
ital and operating assistance provided under
section 5, 14, or 9, assistance for demolition,
site revitalization, or replacement housing
provided under section 24, or assistance
under applicable appropriation Acts for a
public housing agency, to produce mixed-fi-
nance housing developments, or replace or
revitalize existing public housing dwelling
units with mixed-finance housing develop-
ments, but only if the agency submits to the
Secretary a plan for such housing that is ap-
proved pursuant to subparagraph (C) by the
Secretary.

‘‘(B) MIXED-FINANCE HOUSING DEVELOP-
MENTS.—

‘‘(i) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘mixed-finance housing’ means low-in-
come housing or mixed-income housing for
which the financing for development or revi-
talization is provided, in part, from entities
other than the public housing agency.

‘‘(ii) A mixed-finance housing development
shall be produced or revitalized, and owned—

‘‘(I) by a public housing agency or by an
entity affiliated with a public housing agen-
cy;

‘‘(II) by a partnership, a limited liability
company, or other entity in which the public
housing agency (or an entity affiliated with
a public housing agency) is a general part-
ner, is a managing member, or otherwise
participates in the activities of the entity;

‘‘(III) by any entity that grants to the pub-
lic housing agency the option to purchase
the public housing project during the 20-year
period beginning on the date of initial occu-
pancy of the public housing project in ac-
cordance with section 42(l)(7) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986; or

‘‘(IV) in accordance with such other terms
and conditions as the Secretary may pre-
scribe by regulation.
This clause may not be construed to require
development or revitalization, and owner-
ship, by the same entity.

‘‘(C) MIXED-FINANCE HOUSING PLAN.—The
Secretary may approve a plan for develop-
ment or revitalization of mixed-finance
housing under this paragraph only if the Sec-
retary determines that—

‘‘(i) the public housing agency has the abil-
ity, or has provided for an entity under sub-

paragraph (B)(ii) that has the ability, to use
the amounts provided for use under the plan
for such housing, effectively, either directly
or through contract management;

‘‘(ii) the plan provides permanent financ-
ing commitments from a sufficient number
of sources other than the public housing
agency, which may include banks and other
conventional lenders, States, units of gen-
eral local government, State housing finance
agencies, secondary market entities, and
other financial institutions;

‘‘(iii) the plan provides for use of amounts
provided under subparagraph (A) by the pub-
lic housing agency for financing the mixed-
income housing in the form of grants, loans,
advances, or other debt or equity invest-
ments, including collateral or credit en-
hancement of bonds issued by the agency or
any State or local governmental agency for
development or revitalization of the develop-
ment; and

‘‘(iv) the plan complies with any other cri-
teria that the Secretary may establish.

‘‘(D) RENT LEVELS FOR HOUSING FINANCED
WITH LOW-INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT.—With
respect to any dwelling unit in a mixed-fi-
nance housing development that is a low-in-
come dwelling unit for which amounts from
the Operating or Capital Fund are used and
that is assisted pursuant to the low-income
housing tax credit under section 42 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, the rents
charged to the residents of the unit shall be
determined in accordance with this title, but
shall not in any case exceed the amounts al-
lowable under such section 42.

‘‘(E) CARRY-OVER OF ASSISTANCE FOR RE-
PLACED HOUSING.—In the case of a mixed-fi-
nance housing development that is replace-
ment housing for public housing demolished
or disposed of, or is the result of the revital-
ization of existing public housing, the share
of capital and operating assistance received
by the public housing agency that owned or
operated the housing demolished, disposed
of, or revitalized shall not be reduced be-
cause of such demolition, disposition, or re-
vitalization after the commencement of such
demolition, disposition, or revitalization,
unless—

‘‘(i) upon the expiration of the 18-month
period beginning upon the approval of the
plan under subparagraph (C) for the mixed-fi-
nance housing development, the agency does
not have binding commitments for develop-
ment or revitalization, or a construction
contract, for such development;

‘‘(ii) upon the expiration of the 4-year pe-
riod beginning upon the approval of the plan,
the mixed-finance housing development is
not substantially ready for occupancy and is
placed under the annual contributions con-
tract for the agency; or

‘‘(iii) the number of dwelling units in the
mixed-finance housing development that are
made available for occupancy only by low-in-
come families is substantially less than the
number of such dwelling units in the public
housing demolished, disposed of, or revital-
ized.
The Secretary may extend the period under
clause (i) or (ii) for a public housing agency
if the Secretary determines that cir-
cumstances beyond the control of the agency
caused the agency to fail to meet the dead-
line under such clause.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
14(q) of such Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘mixed in-
come’’ and inserting ‘‘mixed-finance’’; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘mixed-in-
come project’’ and inserting ‘‘mixed-finance
development’’.

(d) APPLICABILITY.—Section 14(q) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed by this section, shall be effective with re-
spect to any assistance provided to the pub-

lic housing agency under sections 5 and 14 of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 and
applicable appropriations Acts for a public
housing agency.
SEC. 115. REPLACEMENT HOUSING RESOURCES.

(a) OPERATING FUND.—Section 9(a)(3)(B) of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended—

(1) at the end of clause (iv), by striking
‘‘and’’;

(2) at the end of clause (v), by striking the
period and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting at the end the following:
‘‘(vi) where an existing unit under a con-

tract is demolished or disposed of, the Sec-
retary shall adjust the amount the public
housing agency receives under this section;
notwithstanding this requirement, the Sec-
retary shall provide assistance under this
section in accordance with the provisions of
section 14(q)(2) (relating to mixed-finance
public housing).’’.

(b) COMPREHENSIVE GRANT PROGRAM.—Sec-
tion 14(k)(2)(D)(ii) of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(ii) Where an existing unit under a con-
tract is demolished or disposed of, the Sec-
retary shall adjust the amount the agency
receives under the formula. Notwithstanding
the preceding sentence, for the five-year pe-
riod after demolition or disposition, the Sec-
retary may provide for no adjustment, or a
partial adjustment, of the amount the agen-
cy receives under the formula and shall re-
quire the agency to use any additional
amount received as a result of this sentence
for replacement housing or physical im-
provements necessary to preserve viable pub-
lic housing.’’.
SEC. 116. REPEAL OF ONE-FOR-ONE REPLACE-

MENT HOUSING REQUIREMENT.
Section 1002(d) of Public Law 104-19 is

amended by striking ‘‘and on or before Sep-
tember 30, 1997’’.
SEC. 117. DEMOLITION, SITE REVITALIZATION,

REPLACEMENT HOUSING, AND TEN-
ANT-BASED ASSISTANCE GRANTS
FOR DEVELOPMENTS.

Section 24 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) by amending the heading to read as fol-
lows: ‘‘DEMOLITION, SITE REVITALIZA-
TION, REPLACEMENT HOUSING, AND TEN-
ANT-BASED ASSISTANCE GRANTS FOR DE-
VELOPMENTS’’;

(2) by amending subsections (a) through (c)
to read as follows:

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to provide assistance to public housing
agencies for the purposes of—

‘‘(1) reducing the density and improving
the living environment for public housing
residents of severely distressed public hous-
ing through the demolition of obsolete pub-
lic housing developments (or portions there-
of);

‘‘(2) revitalizing sites (including remaining
public housing dwelling units) on which such
public housing developments are located and
contributing to the improvement of the sur-
rounding neighborhood;

‘‘(3) providing housing that will avoid or
decrease the concentration of very low-in-
come families; and

‘‘(4) providing tenant-based assistance in
accordance with the provisions of section 8
for the purpose of providing replacement
housing and assisting residents to be dis-
placed by the demolition.

‘‘(b) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
may make grants available to public housing
agencies as provided in this section.

‘‘(c) CONTRIBUTION REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary may not make any grant under this
section to any applicant unless the applicant
supplements the amount of assistance pro-
vided under this section (other than amounts
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provided for demolition or tenant-based as-
sistance) with an amount of funds from
sources other than this Act equal to not less
than 5 percent of the amount provided under
this section, including amounts from other
Federal sources, any State or local govern-
ment sources, any private contributions, and
the value of any in-kind services or adminis-
trative costs provided.’’;

(3) by amending subsection (d)(1) to read as
follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make
grants under this subsection to applicants
for the purpose of carrying out demolition,
revitalization, and replacement programs for
severely distressed public housing under this
section. The Secretary may make a grant for
the revitalization or replacement of public
housing only if the agency demonstrates
that the neighborhood is or will be a viable
residential community, as defined by the
Secretary, after completion of the work as-
sisted under this section and any other
neighborhood improvements planned by the
State or local government or otherwise to be
provided. The Secretary may approve grants
providing assistance for one eligible activity
or a combination of eligible activities under
this section, including assistance only for
demolition and assistance only for tenant-
based assistance in accordance with the pro-
visions of section 8.’’;

(4) in subsection (d)(2)(B)—
(A) by striking ‘‘the redesign’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘the abatement of environmental haz-
ards, demolition, redesign’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘is located’’ and inserting
‘‘is or was located’’;

(5) in subsection (d)(2), by redesignating
subparagraphs (C) through (I) as subpara-
graphs (D) through (J), respectively, and in-
serting the following new subparagraph after
subparagraph (B):

‘‘(C) replacement housing, which shall con-
sist of public housing, homeownership units
as permitted under the HOPE VI program (as
previously authorized in appropriations
Acts), tenant-based assistance in accordance
with the provisions of section 8, or a com-
bination;’’;

(6)(A) in subsection (G), as redesignated by
paragraph (5), by inserting before the semi-
colon the following: ‘‘and any necessary sup-
portive services, except that not more than
15 percent of any grant under this subsection
may be used for such purposes.’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
section (H), as redesignated by paragraph (4);
and

(C) by striking the semicolon at the end of
subsection (I), as redesignated by paragraph
(4), and all that follows up to the period;

(7) in paragraph (3), by striking the second
sentence;

(8) by amending subsection (d)(4) to read as
follows:

‘‘(4) SELECTION CRITERIA.—
‘‘(A) APPLICATIONS FOR DEMOLITION.—The

Secretary shall establish selection criteria
for applications that request assistance only
for demolition, which shall include—

‘‘(i) the need for demolition, taking into
account the effect of the distressed develop-
ment on the public housing agency and the
community;

‘‘(ii) the extent to which the public hous-
ing agency is not able to undertake such ac-
tivities without a grant under this section;

‘‘(iii) the extent of involvement of resi-
dents and State and local governments in de-
termining the need for demolition; and

‘‘(iv) such other factors as the Secretary
determines appropriate.

‘‘(B) APPLICATIONS FOR DEMOLITION, REVI-
TALIZATION, AND REPLACEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall establish selection criteria for
applications that request assistance for a

combination of eligible activities, which
shall include—

‘‘(i) the relationship of the grant to the
comprehensive plan for the locality;

‘‘(ii) the extent to which the grant will re-
sult in a viable development which will fos-
ter the economic and social integration of
public housing residents and the extent to
which the development will enhance the
community;

‘‘(iii) the capability and record of the ap-
plicant public housing agency, its develop-
ment team, or any alternative management
agency for the agency, for managing large-
scale redevelopment or modernization
projects, meeting construction timetables,
and obligating amounts in a timely manner;

‘‘(iv) the extent to which the public hous-
ing agency is not able to undertake such ac-
tivities without a grant under this section;

‘‘(v) the extent of involvement of residents,
State and local governments, private service
providers, financing entities, and developers,
in the development of a revitalization pro-
gram for the development;

‘‘(vi) the amount of funds and other re-
sources to be leveraged by the grant; and

‘‘(vii) such other factors as the Secretary
determines appropriate.’’

‘‘(C) APPLICATIONS FOR TENANT-BASED AS-
SISTANCE.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this subsection, the Secretary may
allocate tenant-based assistance under this
section on a non-competitive basis in con-
nection with the demolition or disposition of
public housing.’’;

(9) by amending subsection (e) to read as
follows:

‘‘(e) LONG TERM VIABILITY.—The Secretary
may waive or revise rules established under
this Act governing the development, man-
agement, and operation of public housing
units, to permit a public housing agency to
undertake measures that enhance the long-
term viability of a severely distressed public
housing project revitalized under this sec-
tion; except that the Secretary may not
waive or revise the rent limitation under
section 3(a)(1)(A) or the targeting require-
ments under section 16(a).’’;

(10) in subsection (f)—
(A) by striking ‘‘OTHER’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘(1)’’;
(B) by striking paragraph (2); and
(C) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and

(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2);
(11) by striking subsections (g) and (i) and

redesignating subsection (h) as subsection
(j);

(12) by inserting the following new sub-
sections after subsection (f):

‘‘(g) ADMINISTRATION BY OTHER ENTITIES.—
The Secretary may require a grantee under
this section to make arrangements satisfac-
tory to the Secretary for use of an entity
other than the public housing agency to
carry out activities assisted under the revi-
talization plan, if the Secretary determines
that such action will help to effectuate the
purposes of this section.

‘‘(h) TIMELY EXPENDITURES.—
‘‘(1) WITHDRAWAL OF FUNDING.—If a grantee

under this section or under the HOPE VI pro-
gram does not sign the primary construction
contract for the work included in the grant
agreement within 18 months from the date of
the grant agreement, the Secretary shall
withdraw any grant amounts under the grant
agreement which have not been obligated by
the grantee. The Secretary shall redistribute
any withdrawn amounts to one or more ap-
plicants eligible for assistance under this
section. The Secretary may grant an exten-
sion of up to one additional year from the
date of enactment of this Act if the 18-month
period has expired as of the date of enact-
ment, for delays caused by factors beyond
the control of the grantee.

‘‘(2) COMPLETION.—A grant agreement
under this section shall provide for interim
checkpoints and for completion of physical
activities within four years of execution, and
the Secretary shall enforce these require-
ments through default remedies up to and in-
cluding withdrawal of funding. The Sec-
retary may, however, provide for a longer
timeframe, but only when necessary due to
factors beyond the control of the grantee.

‘‘(3) INAPPLICABILITY.—This subsection
shall not apply to grants for tenant-based as-
sistance under section 8.

‘‘(i) INAPPLICABILITY OF SECTION 18.—Sec-
tion 18 shall not apply to the demolition of
developments removed from the inventory of
the public housing agency under this sec-
tion.’’;

(13) by amending subsection (j)(1), as redes-
ignated by paragraph (11)—

(A) in subparagraph (C), by inserting after
‘‘nonprofit organization,’’ the following:
‘‘private program manager, a partner in a
mixed-finance development,’’;

(B) at the end of subparagraph (B), after
the semicolon, by inserting ‘‘and’’; and

(C) at the end of subparagraph (C), by
striking ‘‘; and’’ and all that follows up to
the period;

(14) by amending subsection (j)(5), as redes-
ignated by paragraph (11)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘(i)’’;
(ii) by striking clauses (ii) through (iv);

and
(iii) by inserting after ‘‘physical plant of

the project’’ the following: ‘‘, where such dis-
tress cannot be remedied through assistance
under section 14 because of inadequacy of
available funding’’;

(B) by amending subparagraph (A), as
amended by subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph (14), by striking ‘‘appropriately’’ and
inserting ‘‘inappropriately’’; and

(C) by amending subparagraph (B) to read
as follows:

‘‘(B) that was a project as described in sub-
paragraph (A) that has been demolished, but
for which the Secretary has not provided re-
placement housing assistance (other than
tenant-based assistance).’’;

(15) by inserting at the end of subsection
(j), as redesignated by paragraph (11), the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(6) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—The term ‘sup-
portive services’ includes all activities that
will promote upward mobility, self-suffi-
ciency, and improved quality of life for the
residents of the public housing development
involved, including literacy training, job
training, day care, and economic develop-
ment activities.’’; and

(16) by inserting the following new sub-
section at the end:

‘‘(k) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROGRAM
OVERSIGHT.—Of the amount appropriated for
any fiscal year for grants under this section,
the Secretary may use up to 2.5 percent for
technical assistance, program oversight, and
fellowships for on-site public housing agency
assistance and supplemental education.
Technical assistance may be provided di-
rectly or indirectly by grants, contracts, or
cooperative agreements, and may include
training, and the cost of necessary travel for
participants in such training, by or to offi-
cials of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, of public housing agen-
cies, and of residents. The Secretary may use
amounts under this paragraph for program
oversight to contract with private program
and construction management entities to as-
sure that development activities are carried
out in a timely and cost-effective manner.’’.
SEC. 118. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION BOARD.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished a performance evaluation board to
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assist the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development in improving and monitoring
the system for evaluation of public housing
authority performance, including by study-
ing and making recommendations to the
Secretary on the most effective, efficient
and productive method or methods of evalu-
ating the performance of public housing
agencies, consistent with the overall goal of
improving management of the public hous-
ing program.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The board shall be com-

posed of at least seven members with rel-
evant experience who shall be appointed by
the Secretary as soon as practicable, but not
later than 90 days after enactment of this
Act.

(2) APPOINTMENTS.—In appointing members
of the board, the Secretary shall assure that
each of the background areas set forth in
paragraph (3) are represented.

(3) BACKGROUNDS.—Background areas to be
represented are—

(A) major public housing organizations;
(B) public housing resident organizations;
(C) real estate management, finance, or de-

velopment entities; and
(D) units of general local government.
(c) BOARD PROCEDURES.—
(1) CHAIRPERSON.—The Secretary shall ap-

point a chairperson from among members of
the board.

(2) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the board shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business.

(3) VOTING.—Each member of the board
shall be entitled to one vote, which shall be
equal to the vote of each other member of
the board.

(4) PROHIBITION OF ADDITIONAL PAY.—Mem-
bers of the board shall serve without com-
pensation, but shall be reimbursed for travel,
subsistence, and other necessary expenses in-
curred in the performance of their duties as
members of the board.

(d) POWERS.—
(1) HEARINGS.—The board may, for the pur-

pose of carrying out this section, hold such
hearings and sit and act at such times and
places as the board determines appropriate.

(2) ASSISTANCE FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—.
(A) INFORMATION.—The board may request

from any agency of the United States, and
such agency is authorized to provide, such
data and information as the board may re-
quire for carrying out its functions.

(B) STAFF SUPPORT.—Upon request of the
chairperson of the board, to assist the board
in carrying out its duties under this section,
the Secretary may—

(i) provide an executive secretariat;
(ii) assign by detail or otherwise any of the

personnel of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development; and

(iii) obtain by personal services contracts
or otherwise any technical or other assist-
ance needed to carry out this section.

(e) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The board shall
be considered an advisory committee within
the meaning of the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.).

(f) FUNCTIONS.—The board shall, as need-
ed—

(1) examine and assess the need for further
modifications to or replacement of the Pub-
lic Housing Management Assessment pro-
gram, established by the Secretary under
section 6(j) of the United States Housing Act
of 1937;

(2) examine and assess models used in
other industries or public programs to assess
the performance of recipients of assistance,
including accreditation systems, and the ap-
plicability of those models to public housing;

(3) develop (either itself, or through an-
other body) standards for professional com-
petency for the public housing industry, in-

cluding methods of assessing the qualifica-
tions of employees of public housing authori-
ties, such as systems for certifying the quali-
fications of employees;

(4) develop a system for increasing the use
of on-site physical inspections of public
housing developments; and

(5) develop a system for increasing the use
of independent audits, as part of the overall
system for evaluating the performance of
public housing agencies.

(g) REPORTS.—
(1) Not later than the expiration of the

three-month period beginning upon the ap-
pointment of the seventh member of the
board, and one year from such appointment,
the board shall issue interim reports to the
Secretary on its activities. The board shall
make its final report and recommendations
one year after its second interim report is is-
sued. The final report shall include findings
and recommendations of the board based
upon the functions carried out under this
section.

(2) After the board issues its final report, it
may be convened by its chair, upon the re-
quest of the Secretary, to review implemen-
tation of the performance evaluation system
and for other purposes.

(h) TERM.—The duration of the board shall
be seven years.

(i) FUNDING.—The Secretary is authorized
to use any amounts appropriated under the
head Preserving Existing Housing Invest-
ment, or predecessor or successor appropria-
tion accounts, without regard to any ear-
marks of funding, to carry out this section.
SEC. 119. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND SUP-

PORTIVE SERVICES FOR PUBLIC
HOUSING RESIDENTS.

The United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended by adding the following new section
after section 27:
‘‘SEC. 28. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND SUP-

PORTIVE SERVICES FOR PUBLIC
HOUSING RESIDENTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To the extent provided
in advance in appropriations Acts, the Sec-
retary shall make grants for the purposes of
providing a program of supportive services
and resident self-sufficiency activities to en-
able residents of public housing to become
economically self-sufficient and to assist el-
derly persons and persons with disabilities to
maintain independent living, to the follow-
ing eligible applicants:

‘‘(1) public housing agencies;
‘‘(2) resident councils;
‘‘(3) resident management corporations or

other eligible resident entities defined by the
Secretary;

‘‘(4) other applicants, as determined by the
Secretary; and

‘‘(5) any partnership of eligible applicants.
‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—Grantees under

this section may use grants for the provision
of supportive service, economic development,
and self-sufficiency activities conducted pri-
marily for public housing residents in a man-
ner that is easily accessible to those resi-
dents. Such activities shall include—

‘‘(1) the provision of service coordinators
and case managers;

‘‘(2) the provision of services related to
work readiness, including education, job
training and counseling, job search skills,
business development training and planning,
tutoring, mentoring, adult literacy, com-
puter access, personal and family counseling,
health screening, work readiness health serv-
ices, transportation, and child care;

‘‘(3) economic and job development, includ-
ing employer linkages and job placement,
and the start-up of resident microenter-
prises, community credit unions, and revolv-
ing loan funds, including the licensing, bond-
ing and insurance needed to operate such en-
terprises;

‘‘(4) resident management activities, in-
cluding related training and technical assist-
ance; and

‘‘(5) other activities designed to improve
the self-sufficiency of residents, as may be
determined in the sole discretion of the Sec-
retary.

‘‘(c) FUNDING DISTRIBUTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—After reserving such

amounts as the Secretary determines to be
necessary for technical assistance and clear-
inghouse services under subsection (d), the
Secretary shall distribute any remaining
amounts made available under this section
on a competitive basis. The Secretary may
set a cap on the maximum grant amount per-
mitted under this section, and may limit ap-
plications for grants under this section to se-
lected applicants or categories of applicants.

‘‘(2) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Secretary
shall establish selection criteria for applica-
tions that request assistance for one or more
eligible activities under this section, which
shall include—

‘‘(A) the demonstrated capacity of the ap-
plicant to carry out a program of supportive
services or resident empowerment activities;

‘‘(B) the amount of funds and other re-
sources to be leveraged by the grant;

‘‘(C) the extent to which the grant will re-
sult in a quality program of supportive serv-
ices or resident empowerment activities;

‘‘(D) the extent to which any job training
and placement services to be provided are co-
ordinated with the provision of such services
under the Job Training Partnership Act and
the Wagner-Peyser Act; and

‘‘(E) such other factors as the Secretary
determines appropriate.

‘‘(3) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary may not make any grant under this
section to any applicant unless the applicant
supplements every dollar provided under this
subsection with an amount of funds from
sources other than this section equal to at
least twice the amount provided under this
subsection, including amounts from other
Federal sources, any State or local govern-
ment sources, any private contributions, and
the value of any in-kind services or adminis-
trative costs provided. Of the supplemental
funds furnished by the applicant, not more
than 50 percent may be in the form of in-
kind services or administrative costs pro-
vided.

‘‘(d) FUNDING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—
The Secretary may set aside a portion of the
amounts appropriated under this section, to
be provided directly or indirectly by grants,
contracts, or cooperative agreements, for
technical assistance, which may include
training and cost of necessary travel for par-
ticipants in such training, by or to officials
and employees of the Department and of pub-
lic housing agencies, and to residents and to
other eligible grantees, and for clearing-
house services in furtherance of the goals
and activities of this section.

‘‘(e) CONTRACT ADMINISTRATORS.—The Sec-
retary may require resident councils, resi-
dent management corporations, or other eli-
gible entities defined by the Secretary to
utilize public housing agencies or other
qualified organizations as contract adminis-
trators with respect to grants provided under
this section.’’.
SEC. 120. PENALTY FOR SLOW EXPENDITURE OF

MODERNIZATION FUNDS.
Section 14(k)(5) of the United States Hous-

ing Act of 1937 is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(5)(A) A public housing agency shall obli-

gate any assistance received under this sec-
tion within 18 months of the date funds be-
come available to the agency for obligation.
The Secretary may extend this time period
by no more than one year if an agency’s fail-
ure to obligate such assistance in a timely
manner is attributable to events beyond the
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control of the agency. The Secretary may
also provide an exception for de minimis
amounts to be obligated with the next year’s
funding; an agency that owns or administers
fewer than 250 public housing units, to the
extent necessary to permit the agency to ac-
cumulate sufficient funding to undertake ac-
tivities; and any agency, to the extent nec-
essary to permit the agency to accumulate
sufficient funding to provide replacement
housing.

‘‘(B) A public housing agency shall not be
awarded assistance under this section for
any month in a year in which it has funds
unobligated, in violation of subparagraph
(A). During such a year, the Secretary shall
withhold all assistance which would other-
wise be provided to the agency. If the agency
cures its default during the year, it shall be
provided with the share attributable to the
months remaining in the year. Any funds not
so provided to the agency shall be provided
to high-performing agencies as determined
under section 6(j).

‘‘(C) If the Secretary has consented, before
the date of enactment of the Public Housing
Management Reform Act of 1997, to an obli-
gation period for any agency longer than
provided under this paragraph, an agency
which obligates its funds within such ex-
tended period shall not be considered to be in
violation of subparagraph (A). Notwithstand-
ing any prior consent of the Secretary, how-
ever, all funds appropriated in fiscal year
1995 and prior years shall be fully obligated
by the end of fiscal year 1998, and all funds
appropriated in fiscal years 1996 and 1997
shall be fully obligated by the end of fiscal
year 1999.

‘‘(D) A public housing agency shall spend
any assistance received under this section
within four years (plus the period of any ex-
tension approved by the Secretary under
subparagraph (A)) of the date funds become
available to the agency for obligation. The
Secretary shall enforce this requirement
through default remedies up to and including
withdrawal of the funding. Any obligation
entered into by an agency shall be subject to
the right of the Secretary to recapture the
amounts for violation by the agency of the
requirements of this subparagraph.’’.
SEC. 121. DESIGNATION OF PHA’S AS TROUBLED.

(a) Section 6(j)(1)(A) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended by sections
108 and 109, is further amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting the
following after clause (x):

‘‘(xi) Whether the agency is providing ac-
ceptable basic housing conditions, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B)—
(A) by redesignating clause (v) as clause

(vi); and
(B) by inserting the following after clause

(iv):
‘‘(v) Whether the agency is providing ac-

ceptable basic housing conditions, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.’’.

(b) Section 6(j)(2)(A)(i) of such Act is
amended by inserting the following after the
first sentence: ‘‘Such procedures shall pro-
vide that an agency that does not provide ac-
ceptable basic housing conditions shall be
designated a troubled public housing agen-
cy.’’.

(c) Section 6(j)(2)(A)(i) of such Act is
amended in the first sentence—

(1) by inserting before ‘‘the performance
indicators’’ the subclause designation ‘‘(I)’’;
and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing: ‘‘; or (II) such other evaluation sys-
tem as is determined by the Secretary to as-
sess the condition of the public housing
agency or resident management corporation,
which system may be in addition to or in

lieu of the performance indicators estab-
lished under paragraph (1)’’.
SEC. 122. VOLUNTEER SERVICES UNDER THE 1937

ACT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 12(b) of the Unit-

ed States Housing Act of 1937 is amended by
striking ‘‘that—’’ and all that follows up to
the period and inserting ‘‘who performs vol-
unteer services in accordance with the re-
quirements of the Community Improvement
Volunteer Act of 1994’’.

(b) CIVA AMENDMENT.—Section 7305 of the
Community Improvement Volunteer Act of
1994 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and’’
after the semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting the following paragraph
after paragraph (6):

‘‘(7) the United States Housing Act of
1937.’’.
SEC. 123. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR OPERATION SAFE HOME PRO-
GRAM.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the Operation Safe Home program
$20,000,000 for fiscal year 1998 and such sums
as may be necessary for fiscal years 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002.
TITLE II—SECTION 8 STREAMLINING AND

OTHER PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS
SEC. 201. PERMANENT REPEAL OF FEDERAL

PREFERENCES.
(a) Notwithstanding section 402(f) of The

Balanced Budget Downpayment Act, I, the
amendments made by section 402(d) of that
Act shall remain in effect after fiscal year
1997, except that the amendments made by
sections 402(d)(3) and 402(d)(6)(A)(iii), (iv),
and (vi) of such Act shall remain in effect as
amended by sections 203 and 116 of this Act,
and section 402(d)(6)(v) shall be repealed by
the amendments made to section 16 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 by section
202 of this Act.

(b) Section 6(c)(4)(A) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended by section
402(d)(1) of The Balanced Budget Downpay-
ment Act, I, is amended by striking ‘‘is’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘Act’’ and inserting
the following: ‘‘shall be based upon local
housing needs and priorities, as determined
by the public housing agency using generally
accepted data sources, including any infor-
mation obtained pursuant to an opportunity
for public comment under this subparagraph,
under section 5A(b), and under the require-
ments of the approved Consolidated Plan for
the locality’’.

(c) Section 8(d)(1)(A) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended by section
402(d)(2) of The Balanced Budget Downpay-
ment Act, I, is amended by striking ‘‘is’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘Act’’ and inserting
the following: ‘‘shall be based upon local
housing needs and priorities, as determined
by the public housing agency using generally
accepted data sources, including any infor-
mation obtained pursuant to an opportunity
for public comment under this subparagraph,
under section 5A(b), and under the require-
ments of the approved Consolidated Plan for
the locality’’.
SEC. 202. INCOME TARGETING FOR PUBLIC

HOUSING AND SECTION 8 PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) Section 16 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended by revising the head-
ing and subsections (a) through (c) to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 16. ELIGIBILITY FOR PUBLIC AND AS-

SISTED HOUSING.
‘‘(a) PUBLIC HOUSING.—
‘‘(1) PROGRAM REQUIREMENT.—Of the public

housing units of a public housing agency
made available for occupancy by eligible
families in any fiscal year of the agency—

‘‘(A) at least 40 percent shall be occupied
by families whose incomes do not exceed 30
percent of the median income for the area;
and

‘‘(B) at least 90 percent shall be occupied
by families whose incomes do not exceed 60
percent of the median income for the area;
except that, for any fiscal year, the Sec-
retary may reduce to 80 percent the percent-
age under this subparagraph for a public
housing agency if the agency demonstrates
to the satisfaction of the Secretary that
such reduction would be used for, and would
result in, the enhancement of the long-term
viability of the housing developments of the
agency.

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENT.—At least
40 percent of the units in each public housing
development shall be occupied by families
with incomes which are less than 30 percent
of the median income for the area, except
that no family may be required to move to
achieve compliance with this requirement.

‘‘(b) SECTION 8 ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(1) TENANT-BASED, MODERATE REHABILITA-

TION, AND PROJECT-BASED CERTIFICATE ASSIST-
ANCE.—In any fiscal year of a public housing
agency, at least 75 percent of all families
who initially receive tenant-based assistance
from the agency, assistance under the mod-
erate rehabilitation program of the agency,
or assistance under the project-based certifi-
cate program of the agency shall be families
whose incomes do not exceed 30 percent of
the median income for the area.

‘‘(2) PROJECT-BASED ASSISTANCE.—Of the
dwelling units in a project receiving section
8 assistance, other than assistance described
in paragraph (1), that are made available for
occupancy by eligible families in any year
(as determined by the Secretary)—

‘‘(A) at least 40 percent shall be occupied
by families whose incomes do not exceed 30
percent of the median income for the area;
and

‘‘(B) at least 90 percent shall be occupied
by families whose incomes do not exceed 60
percent of the median income for the area.

‘‘(c) DEFINITION OF AREA MEDIAN INCOME.—
The term ‘area median income’, as used in
subsections (a) and (b), refers to the median
income of an area, as determined by the Sec-
retary, with adjustments for smaller and
larger families, except that the Secretary
may establish income ceilings higher or
lower than the percentages specified in sub-
sections (a) and (b) if the Secretary deter-
mines that such variations are necessary be-
cause of unusually high or low family in-
comes.’’.

(b) Section 16 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as amended by this section, is
further amended by inserting the following
new heading after subsection designation (d):
‘‘APPLICABILITY.—’’.
SEC. 203. MERGER OF TENANT-BASED ASSIST-

ANCE PROGRAMS.
(a) Section 8(o) of the United States Hous-

ing Act of 1937 is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(o) RENTAL CERTIFICATES.—(1) A public

housing agency may only enter into con-
tracts for tenant-based rental assistance
under this Act pursuant to this subsection.
The Secretary may provide rental assistance
using a payment standard in accordance
with this subsection. The payment standard
shall be used to determine the monthly as-
sistance which may be paid for any family.

‘‘(2)(A) The payment standard may not ex-
ceed the FMR/exception rent limit. The pay-
ment standard may not be less than 80 per-
cent of the FMR/exception rent limit.

‘‘(B) The term ‘FMR/exception rent limit’
means the section 8 existing housing fair
market rent published by HUD in accordance
with subsection (c)(1) or any exception rent
approved by HUD for a designated part of the
fair market rent area. HUD may approve an
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exception rent of up to 120 percent of the
published fair market rent.

‘‘(3)(A) For assistance under this sub-
section provided by a public housing agency
on and after October 1, 1998, to the extent ap-
proved in appropriations Acts, the monthly
assistance payment for any family that
moves to another unit in another complex or
moves to a single family dwelling shall be
the amount determined by subtracting the
family contribution as determined in accord-
ance with section 3(a) from the applicable
payment standard, except that such monthly
assistance payment shall not exceed the
amount by which the rent for the dwelling
unit (including the amount allowed for utili-
ties in the case of a unit with separate util-
ity metering) exceeds 10 percent of the fami-
ly’s monthly income.

‘‘(B) For any family not covered by sub-
paragraph (A), the monthly assistance pay-
ment for the family shall be determined by
subtracting the family contribution as deter-
mined in accordance with section 3(a) from
the lower of the applicable payment standard
and the rent for the dwelling unit (including
the amount allowed for utilities in the case
of a unit with separate utility metering).

‘‘(4) Assistance payments may be made
only for:

‘‘(A) a family determined to be a very low-
income family at the time the family ini-
tially receives assistance, or

‘‘(B) another low-income family in cir-
cumstances determined by the Secretary.

‘‘(5) If a family vacates a dwelling unit be-
fore the expiration of a lease term, no assist-
ance payment may be made with respect to
the unit after the month during which the
unit was vacated.

‘‘(6) The Secretary shall require that:
‘‘(A) the public housing agency shall in-

spect the unit before any assistance payment
may be made to determine that the unit
meets housing quality standards for decent,
safe, and sanitary housing established by the
Secretary for the purpose of this section, and

‘‘(B) the public housing agency shall make
annual or more frequent inspections during
the contract term. No assistance payment
may be made for a dwelling unit which fails
to meet such quality standards.

‘‘(7) The rent for units assisted under this
subsection shall be reasonable in comparison
with rents charged for comparable units in
the private unassisted market. A public
housing agency shall review all rents for
units under consideration by families as-
sisted under this subsection (and all rent in-
creases for units under lease by families as-
sisted under this subsection) to determine
whether the rent (or rent increase) requested
by an owner is reasonable. If a public hous-
ing agency determines that the rent (or rent
increase) for a unit is not reasonable, the
agency may not approve a lease for such
unit.

‘‘(8) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of
this subsection, section 8(c) of this Act does
not apply to assistance under this sub-
section.’’.

(b) In Section 3(a)(1) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, the second sentence is
revised as follows:

(1) by striking ‘‘or paying rent under sec-
tion 8(c)(3)(B)’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘the highest of the follow-
ing amounts, rounded to the nearest dollar:’’
and inserting ‘‘and the family contribution
for a family assisted under section 8(o) or
8(y) shall be the highest of the following
amounts, rounded to the next dollar:’’.

(c) Section 8(b) of the United States Hous-
ing Act is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Rental Certificates and
Other Existing Housing Programs.—’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(1)’’; and

(2) by striking the second sentence.

(d) Section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (c)(3)(B);
(2) in subsection (d)(2), by striking sub-

paragraphs (A), (B), (C), (D) and (E); and by
redesignating subparagraphs (F), (G) and (H)
as subparagraphs (A), (B) and (C) respec-
tively;

(3) in subsection (f)(6), as redesignated by
section 306(b)(2) of this Act, by striking
‘‘under subsection (b) or (o)’’; and

(4) by striking subsection (j).
SEC. 204. SECTION 8 ADMINISTRATIVE FEES.

(a) Section 202(a)(1)(A) of the Departments
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban
Development, Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1997 is amended by—

(1) striking ‘‘7.5 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘7.65 percent’’;

(2) striking ‘‘a program of’’ and inserting
‘‘one or more such programs totaling’’; and

(3) inserting before the final period, ‘‘of
such total units’’.

(b) The amendments made by this section
shall be effective as of October 1, 1997.
SEC. 205. SECTION 8 HOMEOWNERSHIP.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 8(y).—Section
8(y) of the United States Housing Act of 1937
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘A family
receiving’’ through ‘‘if the family’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘A public housing
agency providing tenant-based assistance on
behalf of an eligible family under this sec-
tion may provide assistance for an eligible
family that purchases a dwelling unit (in-
cluding a unit under a lease-purchase agree-
ment) that will be owned by one or more
members of the family, and will be occupied
by the family, if the family’’;

(2) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting before
the semicolon the following: ‘‘, or owns or is
acquiring shares in a cooperative’’;

(3) in paragraph (1), by amending para-
graph (B) to read as follows:

‘‘(B)(i) in the case of disabled families and
elderly families, demonstrates that the fam-
ily has income from employment or other
sources, as determined in accordance with
requirements of the Secretary, in such
amount as may be established by the Sec-
retary; and

‘‘(ii) in the case of other families, dem-
onstrates that the family has income from
employment, as determined in accordance
with requirements of the Secretary, in such
amount as may be established by the Sec-
retary;’’;

(4) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking ‘‘except
as’’ and inserting ‘‘except in the case of dis-
abled families and elderly families and as
otherwise’’;

(5) in paragraph (1), by inserting at the end
the following: ‘‘The Secretary or the public
housing agency may target assistance under
this subsection for program purposes, such
as to families assisted in connection with the
FHA multifamily demonstration under sec-
tion 212 of the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1997.’’;

(6) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF ASSIST-
ANCE.—The monthly assistance payment for
any family shall be the amount determined
by subtracting the family contribution as de-
termined under section 3(a) of this Act from
the lower of:

‘‘(A) the applicable payment standard, or
‘‘(B) the monthly homeownership expenses,

as determined in accordance with require-
ments established by the Secretary, of the
family.’’;

(7) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (7), and
(8), as paragraphs (9), (10), and (11), respec-
tively;

(8) by striking paragraphs (3), (4), and (5)
and inserting the following after paragraph
(2):

‘‘(3) INSPECTIONS AND CONTRACT CONDI-
TIONS.—Each contract for the purchase of a
unit to be assisted under this section shall
provide for pre-purchase inspection of the
unit by an independent professional and
shall require that any cost of necessary re-
pairs shall be paid by the seller. The require-
ment under section 8(o)(5)(B) for annual in-
spections of the unit shall not apply to units
assisted under this section.

‘‘(4) DOWNPAYMENT REQUIREMENT.—Each
public housing agency providing assistance
under this subsection shall require that each
assisted family make a significant contribu-
tion, from its own resources, determined in
accordance with guidelines established by
the Secretary, to cover all or a portion of the
downpayment required in connection with
the purchase, which may include credit for
work by one or more family members to im-
prove the dwelling (‘‘sweat equity’’).

‘‘(5) RESERVE FOR REPLACEMENTS.—The
Secretary shall require each family to pay
an amount equal to one percent of the
monthly amount payable by the family for
principal and interest on its acquisition loan
into a reserve for repairs and replacements
for five years after the date of purchase. Any
amounts remaining in the reserve after five
years shall be paid to the family.

‘‘(6) APPLICATION OF NET PROCEEDS UPON
SALE.—The Secretary shall require that the
net proceeds upon sale by a family of a unit
owned by the family while it received assist-
ance under this subsection shall be divided
between the public housing agency and the
family. The Secretary shall establish guide-
lines for determining the amount to be re-
ceived by the family and the amount to be
received by the agency, which shall take into
account the relative amount of assistance
provided on behalf of the family in compari-
son with the amount paid by the family from
its own resources. The Secretary shall re-
quire the agency to use any amounts re-
ceived under this paragraph to provide as-
sistance under subsection (o) or this sub-
section.

‘‘(7) LIMITATION ON SIZE OF PROGRAM.—A
public housing agency may permit no more
than 10 percent of the families receiving ten-
ant-based assistance provided by the agency
to use the assistance for homeownership
under this subsection. The Secretary may
permit no more than 5 percent of all families
receiving tenant-based assistance to use the
assistance for homeownership under this
subsection.

‘‘(8) OTHER PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—The
Secretary may establish such other require-
ments and limitations the Secretary deter-
mines to be appropriate in connection with
the provision of assistance under this sec-
tion, which may include limiting the term of
assistance for a family. The Secretary may
modify the requirements of this subsection
where necessary to make appropriate adap-
tations for lease-purchase agreements. The
Secretary shall establish performance meas-
ures and procedures to monitor the provision
of assistance under this subsection in rela-
tion to the purpose of providing homeowner-
ship opportunities for eligible families.’’;

(9) in paragraph (10)(A)), as redesignated by
paragraph (7) of this section, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘dwelling, (ii)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘dwelling, and (ii)’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘, (iii)’’ and all that follows
up to the period; and

(10) by inserting after paragraph (11), as re-
designated by paragraph (7) of this section,
the following:

‘‘(12) SUNSET.—The authority to provide as-
sistance to additional families under this
subsection shall terminate on September 30,
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2002. The Secretary shall then prepare a re-
port evaluating the effectiveness of home-
ownership assistance under this sub-
section.’’.

(b) FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ESCROW.—
Section 23(d)(3) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is repealed.
SEC. 206. WELFARE TO WORK CERTIFICATES.

(a) To the extent of amounts approved in
appropriations Acts, the Secretary may pro-
vide funding for welfare to work certificates
in accordance with this section. ‘‘Certifi-
cates’’ means tenant-based rental assistance
in accordance with section 8(o) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937.

(b) Funding under this section shall be
used for a demonstration linking use of such
certificate assistance with welfare reform
initiatives to help families make the transi-
tion from welfare to work, and for technical
assistance in connection with such dem-
onstration.

(c) Funding may only be awarded upon
joint application by a public housing agency
and a State or local welfare agency. Alloca-
tion of demonstration funding is not subject
to section 213 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974.

(d) Assistance provided under this section
shall not be taken into account in determin-
ing the size of the family self-sufficiency
program of a public housing agency under
section 23 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937.

(e) For purposes of the demonstration, the
Secretary may waive, or specify alternative
requirements for, requirements established
by or under this Act concerning the certifi-
cate program, including requirements con-
cerning the amount of assistance, the family
contribution, and the rent payable by the
family.
SEC. 207. EFFECT OF FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE REQUIRE-
MENTS.

Section 3(a) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as amended by section 103, is
amended by inserting the following after
paragraph (3):

‘‘(4)(A) If the welfare or public assistance
benefits of a covered family, as defined in
subparagraph (G)(i), are reduced under a Fed-
eral, State, or local law regarding such an
assistance program because any member of
the family willfully failed to comply with
program conditions requiring participation
in a self-sufficiency program or requiring
work activities as defined in subparagraphs
(G)(ii) and (iii), the family may not, for the
duration of the reduction, have the amount
of rent or family contribution determined
under this subsection reduced as the result
of any decrease in the income of the family
(to the extent that the decrease in income is
the result of the benefits reduction).

‘‘(B) If the welfare or public assistance ben-
efits of a covered family are reduced under a
Federal, State, or local law regarding the
welfare or public assistance program because
any member of the family willfully failed to
comply with the self-sufficiency or work ac-
tivities requirements, the portion of the
amount of any increase in the earned income
of the family occurring after such reduction
up to the amount of the reduction for non-
compliance shall not result in an increase in
the amount of rent or family contribution
determined under this subsection during the
period the family would otherwise be eligible
for welfare or public assistance benefits
under the program.

‘‘(C) Any covered family residing in public
housing that is affected by the operation of
this paragraph shall have the right to review
the determination under this paragraph
through the administrative grievance proce-
dures established pursuant to section 6(k) for
the public housing agency.

‘‘(D) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
any covered family before the public housing
agency providing assistance under this Act
on behalf of the family receives written noti-
fication from the relevant welfare or public
assistance agency specifying that the bene-
fits of the family have been reduced because
of noncompliance with self-sufficiency pro-
gram requirements and the level of such re-
duction.

‘‘(E) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply in
any case in which the benefits of a family
are reduced because the welfare or public as-
sistance program to which the Federal,
State, or local law relates limits the period
during which benefits may be provided under
the program.

‘‘(F) This paragraph may not be construed
to authorize any public housing agency to
limit the duration of tenancy in a public
housing dwelling unit or of tenant-based as-
sistance.

‘‘(G) For purposes of this section—
‘‘(i) The term ‘covered family’ means a

family that—
‘‘(I) receives benefits for welfare or public

assistance from a State or other public agen-
cy under a program for which the Federal,
State, or local law relating to the program
requires, as a condition of eligibility for as-
sistance under the program, participation of
a member of the family in a self-sufficiency
program or work activities; and

‘‘(II) resides in a public housing dwelling
unit or receives assistance under section 8.

‘‘(ii) The term ‘self-sufficiency program’
means any program designed to encourage,
assist, train, or facilitate the economic inde-
pendence of participants and their families
or to provide work for participants, includ-
ing programs for job training, employment
counseling, work placement, basic skills
training, education, workfare, money or
household management, apprenticeship, or
other activities.

‘‘(iii) The term ‘work activities’ means—
‘‘(I) unsubsidized employment;
‘‘(II) subsidized private sector employ-

ment;
‘‘(III) subsidized public sector employment;
‘‘(IV) work experience (including work as-

sociated with the refurbishing of publicly as-
sisted housing) if sufficient private sector
employment is not available;

‘‘(V) on-the job training;
‘‘(VI) job search and job readiness assist-

ance;
‘‘(VII) community service programs;
‘‘(VIII) vocational education training (not

to exceed 12 months with respect to any indi-
vidual;

‘‘(IX) job skills training directly related to
employment;

‘‘(X) education directly related to employ-
ment, in the case of a recipient who has not
received a high school diploma or certificate
of high school equivalency;

‘‘(XI) satisfactory attendance at secondary
school or in a course of study leading to a
certificate of general equivalence, in the
case of a recipient who has not completed
secondary school or received such a certifi-
cate; and

‘‘(XII) the provision of child care services
to an individual who is participating in a
community service program.’’.
SEC. 208. STREAMLINING SECTION 8 TENANT-

BASED ASSISTANCE.
(a) REPEAL OF TAKE-ONE, TAKE-ALL RE-

QUIREMENT.—Section 8(t) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 is hereby re-
pealed.

(b) EXEMPTION FROM NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE CERTIFICATE AND VOUCHER PRO-
GRAMS.—Section 8(c) of such Act is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (8), by inserting after ‘‘sec-
tion’’ the following: ‘‘(other than a contract
for tenant-based assistance)’’; and

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (9), by
striking ‘‘(but not less than 90 days in the
case of housing certificates or vouchers
under subsection (b) or (o))’’ and inserting ‘‘,
other than a contract for tenant-based as-
sistance under this section’’.

(c) ENDLESS LEASE.—Section 8(d)(1)(B) of
such Act is amended—

(1) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘during the
term of the lease,’’ after ‘‘(ii)’’; and

(2) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘provide
that’’ and inserting ‘‘during the term of the
lease,’’.

(d) REPEAL.—Section 203 of the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1996 is hereby re-
pealed.

SEC. 209. NONDISCRIMINATION AGAINST CER-
TIFICATE AND VOUCHER HOLDERS.

In the case of any multifamily rental hous-
ing that is receiving, or (except for insurance
referred to in paragraph (4)) has received
within two years before the effective date of
this section, the benefit of Federal assist-
ance from an agency of the United States,
the owner shall not refuse to lease a reason-
able number of units to families under the
tenant-based assistance program under sec-
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 because of the status of the prospective
tenants as families under that program. The
Secretary shall establish reasonable time pe-
riods for applying the requirement of this
section, taking into account the total
amount of the assistance and the relative
share of the assistance compared to the total
cost of financing, developing, rehabilitating,
or otherwise assisting a project. Federal as-
sistance for purposes of this subsection shall
mean—

(1) project-based assistance under the Unit-
ed States Housing Act of 1937;

(2) assistance under title I of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974;

(3) assistance under title II of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act;

(4) mortgage insurance under the National
Housing Act;

(5) low-income housing tax credits under
section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986;

(6) assistance under title IV of the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act; and

(7) assistance under any other programs
designated by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development.

SEC. 210. RECAPTURE AND REUSE OF ACC
PROJECT RESERVES UNDER TEN-
ANT-BASED ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.

Section 8(d) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 is amended by inserting at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) To the extent that the Secretary de-
termines that the amount in the ACC reserve
account under a contract with a public hous-
ing agency for tenant-based assistance under
this section is in excess of the amount need-
ed by the agency, the Secretary shall recap-
ture such excess amount. The Secretary may
hold recaptured amounts in reserve until
needed to amend or renew such contracts
with any agency.’’.

SEC. 211. EXPANDING THE COVERAGE OF THE
PUBLIC AND ASSISTED HOUSING
DRUG ELIMINATION ACT OF 1990.

(a) SHORT TITLE, PURPOSES, AND AUTHORITY
TO MAKE GRANTS.—Chapter 2 of subtitle C of
title V of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. 11901 et seq.) is amended by striking
the chapter heading and all that follows
through section 5123 and inserting the fol-
lowing:
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‘‘CHAPTER 2—COMMUNITY

PARTNERSHIPS AGAINST CRIME
‘‘SEC. 5121. SHORT TITLE.

‘‘This chapter may be cited as the ‘Com-
munity Partnerships Against Crime Act of
1997’.
‘‘SEC. 5122. PURPOSES.

‘‘The purposes of this chapter are to—
‘‘(1) improve the quality of life for the vast

majority of law-abiding public housing resi-
dents by reducing the levels of fear, violence,
and crime in their communities;

‘‘(2) broaden the scope of the Public and
Assisted Housing Drug Elimination Act of
1990 to apply to all types of crime, and not
simply crime that is drug-related; and

‘‘(3) reduce crime and disorder in and
around public housing through the expansion
of community-oriented policing activities
and problem solving.
‘‘SEC. 5123. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.

‘‘The Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment may make grants in accordance
with the provisions of this chapter for use in
eliminating crime in and around public hous-
ing and other federally assisted low-income
housing projects to (1) public housing agen-
cies, and (2) private, for-profit and nonprofit
owners of federally assisted low-income
housing.’’.

(b) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 5124(a) of the

Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C.
11903(a)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by inserting ‘‘and around’’ after ‘‘used in’’;

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘, including fenc-
ing, lighting, locking, and surveillance sys-
tems’’;

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking subpara-
graph (A) and inserting the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(A) to investigate crime; and’’;
(D) in paragraph (6)—
(i) by striking ‘‘in and around public or

other federally assisted low-income housing
projects’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon;
and

(E) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting
the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(7) providing funding to nonprofit public
housing resident management corporations
and resident councils to develop security and
crime prevention programs involving site
residents;

‘‘(8) the employment or utilization of one
or more individuals, including law enforce-
ment officers, made available by contract or
other cooperative arrangement with State or
local law enforcement agencies, to engage in
community- and problem-oriented policing
involving interaction with members of the
community in proactive crime control and
prevention activities;

‘‘(9) programs and activities for or involv-
ing youth, including training, education,
recreation and sports, career planning, and
entrepreneurship and employment activities
and after school and cultural programs; and

‘‘(10) service programs for residents that
address the contributing factors of crime, in-
cluding programs for job training, education,
drug and alcohol treatment, and other appro-
priate social services.’’.

(2) OTHER PHA-OWNED HOUSING.—Section
5124(b) of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. 11903(b)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘drug-related crime in’’ and

inserting ‘‘crime in and around’’; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraphs (1) through

(7)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (1) through
(10)’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘drug-re-
lated’’ and inserting ‘‘criminal’’.

(c) GRANT PROCEDURES.—Section 5125 of
the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C.
11904) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 5125. GRANT PROCEDURES.

‘‘(a) PHA’S WITH 250 OR MORE UNITS.—
‘‘(1) GRANTS.—In each fiscal year, the Sec-

retary shall make a grant under this chapter
from any amounts available under section
5131(b)(1) for the fiscal year to each of the
following public housing agencies:

‘‘(A) NEW APPLICANTS.—Each public hous-
ing agency that owns or operates 250 or more
public housing dwelling units and has—

‘‘(i) submitted an application to the Sec-
retary for a grant for such fiscal year, which
includes a 5-year crime deterrence and re-
duction plan under paragraph (2); and

‘‘(ii) had such application and plan ap-
proved by the Secretary.

‘‘(B) RENEWALS.—Each public housing
agency that owns or operates 250 or more
public housing dwelling units and for
which—

‘‘(i) a grant was made under this chapter
for the preceding Federal fiscal year;

‘‘(ii) the term of the 5-year crime deter-
rence and reduction plan applicable to such
grant includes the fiscal year for which the
grant under this subsection is to be made;
and

‘‘(iii) the Secretary has determined, pursu-
ant to a performance review under paragraph
(4), that during the preceding fiscal year the
agency has substantially fulfilled the re-
quirements under subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of paragraph (4).
Notwithstanding subparagraphs (A) and (B),
the Secretary may make a grant under this
chapter to a public housing agency that
owns or operates 250 or more public housing
dwelling units only if the agency includes in
the application for the grant information
that demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the
Secretary, that the agency has a need for the
grant amounts based on generally recognized
crime statistics showing that (I) the crime
rate for the public housing developments of
the agency (or the immediate neighborhoods
in which such developments are located) is
higher than the crime rate for the jurisdic-
tion in which the agency operates, (II) the
crime rate for the developments (or such
neighborhoods) is increasing over a period of
sufficient duration to indicate a general
trend, or (III) the operation of the program
under this chapter substantially contributes
to the reduction of crime.

‘‘(2) 5-YEAR CRIME DETERRENCE AND REDUC-
TION PLAN.—Each application for a grant
under this subsection shall contain a 5-year
crime deterrence and reduction plan. The
plan shall be developed with the participa-
tion of residents and appropriate law en-
forcement officials. The plan shall describe,
for the public housing agency submitting the
plan—

‘‘(A) the nature of the crime problem in
public housing owned or operated by the pub-
lic housing agency;

‘‘(B) the building or buildings of the public
housing agency affected by the crime prob-
lem;

‘‘(C) the impact of the crime problem on
residents of such building or buildings; and

‘‘(D) the actions to be taken during the
term of the plan to reduce and deter such
crime, which shall include actions involving
residents, law enforcement, and service pro-
viders.
The term of a plan shall be the period con-
sisting of 5 consecutive fiscal years, which
begins with the first fiscal year for which
funding under this chapter is provided to
carry out the plan.

‘‘(3) AMOUNT.—In any fiscal year, the
amount of the grant for a public housing
agency receiving a grant pursuant to para-

graph (1) shall be the amount that bears the
same ratio to the total amount made avail-
able under section 5131(b)(1) as the total
number of public dwelling units owned or op-
erated by such agency bears to the total
number of dwelling units owned or operated
by all public housing agencies that own or
operate 250 or more public housing dwelling
units that are approved for such fiscal year.

‘‘(4) PERFORMANCE REVIEW.—For each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall conduct a perform-
ance review of the activities carried out by
each public housing agency receiving a grant
pursuant to this subsection to determine
whether the agency—

‘‘(A) has carried out such activities in a
timely manner and in accordance with its 5-
year crime deterrence and reduction plan;
and

‘‘(B) has a continuing capacity to carry out
such plan in a timely manner.

‘‘(5) SUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS.—The
Secretary shall establish such deadlines and
requirements for submission of applications
under this subsection.

‘‘(6) REVIEW AND DETERMINATION.—The Sec-
retary shall review each application submit-
ted under this subsection upon submission
and shall approve the application unless the
application and the 5-year crime deterrence
and reduction plan are inconsistent with the
purposes of this chapter or any requirements
established by the Secretary or the informa-
tion in the application or plan is not sub-
stantially complete. Upon approving or de-
termining not to approve an application and
plan submitted under this subsection, the
Secretary shall notify the public housing
agency submitting the application and plan
of such approval or disapproval.

‘‘(7) DISAPPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—If the
Secretary notifies an agency that the appli-
cation and plan of the agency is not ap-
proved, not later than the expiration of the
15-day period beginning upon such notice of
disapproval, the Secretary shall also notify
the agency, in writing, of the reasons for the
disapproval, the actions that the agency
could take to comply with the criteria for
approval, and the deadlines for such actions.

‘‘(8) FAILURE TO APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE.—
If the Secretary fails to notify an agency of
approval or disapproval of an application and
plan submitted under this subsection before
the expiration of the 60-day period beginning
upon the submission of the plan or fails to
provide notice under paragraph (7) within
the 15-day period under such paragraph to an
agency whose application has been dis-
approved, the application and plan shall be
considered to have been approved for pur-
poses of this section.

‘‘(b) PHA’S WITH FEWER THAN 250 UNITS
AND OWNERS OF FEDERALLY ASSISTED LOW-IN-
COME HOUSING.—

‘‘(1) APPLICATIONS AND PLANS.—To be eligi-
ble to receive a grant under this chapter, a
public housing agency that owns or operates
fewer than 250 public housing dwelling units
or an owner of federally assisted low-income
housing shall submit an application to the
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and
accompanied by such additional information
as the Secretary may require. The applica-
tion shall include a plan for addressing the
problem of crime in and around the housing
for which the application is submitted, de-
scribing in detail activities to be conducted
during the fiscal year for which the grant is
requested.

‘‘(2) GRANTS FOR PHA’S WITH FEWER THAN 250
UNITS.—In each fiscal year the Secretary
may, to the extent amounts are available
under section 5131(b)(2), make grants under
this chapter to public housing agencies that
own or operate fewer than 250 public housing
dwelling units and have submitted applica-
tions under paragraph (1) that the Secretary
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has approved pursuant to the criteria under
paragraph (4).

‘‘(3) GRANTS FOR FEDERALLY ASSISTED LOW-
INCOME HOUSING.—In each fiscal year the Sec-
retary may, to the extent amounts are avail-
able under section 5131(b)(3), make grants
under this chapter to owners of federally as-
sisted low-income housing that have submit-
ted applications under paragraph (1) that the
Secretary has approved pursuant to the cri-
teria under paragraphs (4) and (5).

‘‘(4) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—The Secretary shall determine
whether to approve each application under
this subsection on the basis of—

‘‘(A) the extent of the crime problem in
and around the housing for which the appli-
cation is made;

‘‘(B) the quality of the plan to address the
crime problem in the housing for which the
application is made;

‘‘(C) the capability of the applicant to
carry out the plan; and

‘‘(D) the extent to which the tenants of the
housing, the local government, local commu-
nity-based nonprofit organizations, local
tenant organizations representing residents
of neighboring projects that are owned or as-
sisted by the Secretary, and the local com-
munity support and participate in the design
and implementation of the activities pro-
posed to be funded under the application.
In each fiscal year, the Secretary may give
preference to applications under this sub-
section for housing made by applicants who
received a grant for such housing for the pre-
ceding fiscal year under this subsection or
under the provisions of this chapter as in ef-
fect immediately before the date of the en-
actment of the Housing Opportunity and Re-
sponsibility Act of 1997.

‘‘(5) ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR FEDERALLY
ASSISTED LOW-INCOME HOUSING.—In addition
to the selection criteria under paragraph (4),
the Secretary may establish other criteria
for evaluating applications submitted by
owners of federally assisted low-income
housing, except that such additional criteria
shall be designed only to reflect—

‘‘(A) relevant differences between the fi-
nancial resources and other characteristics
of public housing agencies and owners of fed-
erally assisted low-income housing; or

‘‘(B) relevant differences between the prob-
lem of crime in public housing administered
by such authorities and the problem of crime
in federally assisted low-income housing.’’.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—Section 5126 of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11905) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2);
(2) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘sec-

tion’’ before ‘‘221(d)(4)’’;
(3) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)

(as so amended) as paragraphs (1) and (2), re-
spectively; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(3) PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY.—The term
‘public housing agency’ has the meaning
given the term in section 3 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937.’’.

(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—Section 5127 of the
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11906)
is amended by striking ‘‘Cranston-Gonzalez
National Affordable Housing Act’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Public Housing Management Re-
form Act of 1997’’.

(f) REPORTS.—Section 5128 of the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11907) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘drug-related crime in’’ and
inserting ‘‘crime in and around’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘described in section
5125(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘for the grantee sub-
mitted under subsection (a) or (b) of section
5125, as applicable’’.

(g) FUNDING AND PROGRAM SUNSET.—Chap-
ter 2 of subtitle C of title V of the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 is amended by striking sec-
tion 5130 (42 U.S.C. 11909) and inserting the
following new section:
‘‘SEC. 5130. FUNDING.

‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this chapter $290,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

‘‘(b) ALLOCATION.—Of any amounts avail-
able, or that the Secretary is authorized to
use, to carry out this chapter in any fiscal
year—

‘‘(1) 85 percent shall be available only for
assistance pursuant to section 5125(a) to pub-
lic housing agencies that own or operate 250
or more public housing dwelling units;

‘‘(2) 10 percent shall be available only for
assistance pursuant to section 5125(b)(2) to
public housing agencies that own or operate
fewer than 250 public housing dwelling units;
and

‘‘(3) 5 percent shall be available only for as-
sistance to federally assisted low-income
housing pursuant to section 5125(b)(3).

‘‘(c) RETENTION OF PROCEEDS OF ASSET FOR-
FEITURES BY INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Notwith-
standing section 3302 of title 31, United
States Code, or any other provision of law af-
fecting the crediting of collections, the pro-
ceeds of forfeiture proceedings and funds
transferred to the Office of Inspector General
of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, as a participating agency, from
the Department of Justice Assets Forfeiture
Fund or the Department of the Treasury
Forfeiture Fund, as an equitable share from
the forfeiture of property in investigations
in which the Office of Inspector General par-
ticipates, shall be deposited to the credit of
the Office of Inspector General for Operation
Safe Home activities authorized under the
Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, to
remain available until expended.’’.

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The table
of contents in section 5001 of the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 (Public Law 100–690; 102
Stat. 4295) is amended—

(1) by striking the item relating to the
heading for chapter 2 of subtitle C of title V
and inserting the following:

‘‘CHAPTER 2—COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS
AGAINST CRIME’’;

(2) by striking the item relating to section
5122 and inserting the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 5122. Purposes.’’;

(3) by striking the item relating to section
5125 and inserting the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 5125. Grant procedures.’’;
and

(4) by striking the item relating to section
5130 and inserting the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 5130. Funding.’’.

(i) TREATMENT OF NOFA.—The cap limiting
assistance under the Notice of Funding
Availability issued by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in the Fed-
eral Register of April 8, 1996, shall not apply
to a public housing agency within an area
designated as a high intensity drug traffick-
ing area under section 1005(c) of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1504(c)).

(j) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall take
effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 212. STUDY REGARDING RENTAL ASSIST-

ANCE.
The Secretary shall conduct a nationwide

study of the tenant-based rental assistance
program under section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect pursuant to
section 601(c) and 602(b)). The study shall, for
various localities—

(1) determine who are the providers of the
housing in which families assisted under
such program reside;

(2) describe and analyze the physical and
demographic characteristics of the housing
in which such assistance is used, including,
for housing in which at least one such as-
sisted family resides, the total number of
units in the housing and the number of units
in the housing for which such assistance is
provided;

(3) determine the total number of units for
which such assistance is provided;

(4) describe the durations that families re-
main on waiting lists before being provided
such housing assistance; and

(5) assess the extent and quality of partici-
pation of housing owners in such assistance
program in relation to the local housing
market, including comparing—

(A) the quality of the housing assisted to
the housing generally available in the same
market; and

(B) the extent to which housing is avail-
able to be occupied using such assistance to
the extent to which housing is generally
available in the same market.
The Secretary shall submit a report describ-
ing the results of the study to the Congress
not later than the expiration of the 2-year
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
TITLE III—‘‘ONE-STRIKE AND YOU’RE OUT’’

OCCUPANCY PROVISIONS
SEC. 301. SCREENING OF APPLICANTS.

(a) INELIGIBILITY BECAUSE OF PAST EVIC-
TIONS.—Any household or member of a
household evicted from federally assisted
housing (as defined in section 305) by reason
of drug-related criminal activity (as defined
in section 305) or for other serious violations
of the terms or conditions of the lease shall
not be eligible for federally assisted hous-
ing—

(1) in the case of eviction by reason of
drug-related criminal activity, for a period
of not less than three years from the date of
the eviction unless the evicted member of
the household successfully completes a reha-
bilitation program; and

(2) for other evictions, for a reasonable pe-
riod of time as determined by the public
housing agency or owner of the federally as-
sisted housing, as applicable.
The requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2)
may be waived if the circumstances leading
to eviction no longer exist.

(b) INELIGIBILITY OF ILLEGAL DRUG USERS
AND ALCOHOL ABUSERS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, a public housing
agency or an owner of federally assisted
housing, or both, as determined by the Sec-
retary, shall establish standards that pro-
hibit admission to the program or admission
to federally assisted housing for any house-
hold with a member—

(1) who the public housing agency or the
owner determines is engaging in the illegal
use of a controlled substance; or

(2) with respect to whom the public hous-
ing agency or the owner determines that it
has reasonable cause to believe that such
household member’s illegal use (or pattern of
illegal use) of a controlled substance, or
abuse (or pattern of abuse) of alcohol would
interfere with the health, safety, or right to
peaceful enjoyment of the premises by other
residents.

(c) CONSIDERATION OF REHABILITATION.—In
determining whether, pursuant to subsection
(b)(2), to deny admission to the program or
to federally assisted housing to any house-
hold based on a pattern of illegal use of a
controlled substance or a pattern of abuse of
alcohol by a household member, a public
housing agency or an owner may consider
whether such household member—

(1) has successfully completed an accred-
ited drug or alcohol rehabilitation program
(as applicable) and is no longer engaging in
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the illegal use of a controlled substance or
abuse of alcohol (as applicable);

(2) has otherwise been rehabilitated suc-
cessfully and is no longer engaging in the il-
legal use of a controlled substance or abuse
of alcohol (as applicable); or

(3) is participating in an accredited drug or
alcohol rehabilitation program (as applica-
ble) and is no longer engaging in the illegal
use of a controlled substance or abuse of al-
cohol (as applicable).

(d) AUTHORITY TO DENY ADMISSION TO THE
PROGRAM OR TO FEDERALLY ASSISTED HOUS-
ING FOR CERTAIN CRIMINAL OFFENDERS.—In
addition to the provisions of subsections (a)
and (b) and in addition to any other author-
ity to screen applicants, in selecting among
applicants for admission to the program or
to federally assisted housing, if the public
housing agency or owner of such housing, as
applicable, determines that an applicant or
any member of the applicant’s household is
or was, during a reasonable time preceding
the date when the applicant household would
otherwise be selected for admission, engaged
in any drug-related or violent criminal ac-
tivity or other criminal activity which
would adversely affect the health, safety, or
right to peaceful enjoyment of the premises
by other residents, the owner or public hous-
ing agency may—

(1) deny such applicant admission to the
program or to federally assisted housing; and

(2) after expiration of the reasonable pe-
riod beginning upon such activity, require
the applicant, as a condition of admission to
the program or to federally assisted housing,
to submit to the owner or public housing
agency evidence sufficient (as the Secretary
shall by regulation provide) to ensure that
the individual or individuals in the appli-
cant’s household who engaged in such crimi-
nal activity for which denial was made under
this subsection have not engaged in any such
criminal activity during such reasonable
time.

(e) AUTHORITY TO REQUIRE ACCESS TO
CRIMINAL RECORDS.——A public housing
agency may require, as a condition of provid-
ing admission to the public housing program,
that each adult member of the household
provide a signed, written authorization for
the public housing agency to obtain records
described in section 304 regarding such mem-
ber of the household from the National
Crime Information Center, police depart-
ments, and other law enforcement agencies.
SEC. 302. TERMINATION OF TENANCY AND AS-

SISTANCE.
(a) TERMINATION OF TENANCY AND ASSIST-

ANCE FOR ILLEGAL DRUG USERS AND ALCOHOL
ABUSERS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, a public housing agency or an
owner of federally assisted housing, as appli-
cable, shall establish standards or lease pro-
visions for continued assistance or occu-
pancy in federally assisted housing that
allow a public housing agency or the owner,
as applicable, to terminate the tenancy or
assistance for any household with a mem-
ber—

(1) who the public housing agency or owner
determines is engaging in the illegal use of a
controlled substance; or

(2) whose illegal use of a controlled sub-
stance, or whose abuse of alcohol, is deter-
mined by the public housing agency or owner
to interfere with the health, safety, or right
to peaceful enjoyment of the premises by
other residents.

(b) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE FOR SERI-
OUS LEASE VIOLATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the public housing
agency must terminate tenant-based assist-
ance for all household members if the house-
hold is evicted from assisted housing for seri-
ous violation of the lease.

SEC. 303. LEASE REQUIREMENTS.
In addition to any other applicable lease

requirements, each lease for a dwelling unit
in federally assisted housing shall provide
that—

(1) the owner may not terminate the ten-
ancy except for serious or repeated violation
of the terms and conditions of the lease, vio-
lation of applicable Federal, State, or local
law, or other good cause; and

(2) grounds for termination of tenancy
shall include any activity, engaged in by the
tenant, any member of the tenant’s house-
hold, any guest, or any other person under
the control of any member of the household,
that—

(A) threatens the health or safety of, or
right to peaceful enjoyment of the premises
by, other tenants or employees of the public
housing agency, owner or other manager of
the housing,

(B) threatens the health or safety of, or
right to peaceful enjoyment of their resi-
dences by, persons residing in the immediate
vicinity of the premises, or

(C) is drug-related or violent criminal ac-
tivity on or off the premises.
SEC. 304. AVAILABILITY OF CRIMINAL RECORDS

FOR PUBLIC HOUSING TENANT
SCREENING AND EVICTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) PROVISION OF INFORMATION.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of law other
than paragraphs (2) and (3), upon the request
of a public housing agency, the National
Crime Information Center, a police depart-
ment, and any other law enforcement agency
shall provide to the public housing agency
information regarding the criminal convic-
tion records of an adult applicant for, or ten-
ants of, the public housing for purposes of
applicant screening, lease enforcement, and
eviction, but only if the public housing agen-
cy requests such information and presents to
such Center, department, or agency a writ-
ten authorization, signed by such applicant,
for the release of such information to such
public housing agency.

(2) EXCEPTION.—A law enforcement agency
described in paragraph (1) shall provide in-
formation under this paragraph relating to
any criminal conviction of a juvenile only to
the extent that the release of such informa-
tion is authorized under the law of the appli-
cable State, tribe, or locality.

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.—A public housing
agency receiving information under this sec-
tion may use such information only for the
purposes provided in this section and such
information may not be disclosed to any per-
son who is not an officer, employee, or au-
thorized representative of the public housing
agency and who has a job-related need to
have access to the information in connection
with admission of applicants, eviction of ten-
ants, or termination of assistance. However,
for judicial eviction proceedings, disclosures
may be made to the extent necessary. The
Secretary shall, by regulation, establish pro-
cedures necessary to ensure that information
provided under this section to any public
housing agency is used, and confidentiality
of such information is maintained, as re-
quired under this section.

(c) OPPORTUNITY TO DISPUTE.—Before an
adverse action is taken with regard to assist-
ance for public housing on the basis of a
criminal record, the public housing agency
shall provide the tenant or applicant with a
copy of the criminal record and an oppor-
tunity to dispute the accuracy and relevance
of that record.

(d) FEE.—A public housing agency may be
charged a reasonable fee for information pro-
vided under subsection (a).

(e) RECORDS MANAGEMENT.—Each public
housing agency that receives criminal record
information under this section shall estab-

lish and implement a system of records man-
agement that ensures that any criminal
record received by the agency is—

(1) maintained confidentially;
(2) not misused or improperly dissemi-

nated; and
(3) destroyed in a timely fashion, once the

purpose for which the record was requested
has been accomplished.

(f) PENALTY.—Any person who knowingly
and willfully requests or obtains any infor-
mation concerning an applicant for, or resi-
dent of, public housing pursuant to the au-
thority under this section under false pre-
tenses, or any person who knowingly or will-
fully discloses any such information in any
manner to any individual not entitled under
any law to receive it, shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor and fined not more than $5,000.
The term ‘‘person’’ as used in this subsection
shall include an officer, employee, or author-
ized representative of any public housing
agency.

(g) CIVIL ACTION.—Any applicant for, or
resident of, public housing affected by (1) a
negligent or knowing disclosure of informa-
tion referred to in this section about such
person by an officer or employee of any pub-
lic housing agency, which disclosure is not
authorized by this section, or (2) any other
negligent or knowing action that is incon-
sistent with this section, may bring a civil
action for damages and such other relief as
may be appropriate against any public hous-
ing agency responsible for such unauthorized
action. The district court of the United
States in the district in which the affected
applicant or resident resides, in which such
unauthorized action occurred, or in which
the officer or employee alleged to be respon-
sible for any such unauthorized action re-
sides, shall have jurisdiction in such mat-
ters. Appropriate relief that may be ordered
by such district courts shall include reason-
able attorney’s fees and other litigation
costs.

(h) DEFINITION OF ADULT.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘‘adult’’ means a per-
son who is 18 years of age or older, or who
has been convicted of a crime as an adult
under any Federal, State, or tribal law.
SEC. 305. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title, the following
definitions shall apply:

(1) FEDERALLY ASSISTED HOUSING.—The
term ‘‘federally assisted housing’’ means a
unit in—

(A) public housing under the United States
Housing Act of 1937;

(B) housing assisted under section 8 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 including
both tenant-based assistance and project-
based assistance;

(C) housing that is assisted under section
202 of the Housing Act of 1959 (as amended by
section 801 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act);

(D) housing that is assisted under section
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as such sec-
tion existed before enactment of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act;

(E) housing that is assisted under section
811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af-
fordable Housing Act;

(F) housing financed by a loan or mortgage
insured under section 221(d)(3) of the Na-
tional Housing Act that bears interest at a
rate determined under the proviso of section
221(d)(5) of such Act;

(G) housing with a mortgage insured, as-
sisted, or held by the Secretary or a State or
State agency under section 236 of the Na-
tional Housing Act; and

(H) for purposes only of subsections 301(c),
301(d), 303, and 304, housing assisted under
section 515 of the Housing Act of 1949.
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(2) DRUG-RELATED CRIMINAL ACTIVITY.—The

term ‘‘drug-related criminal activity’’ means
the illegal manufacture, sale, distribution,
use, or possession with intent to manufac-
ture, sell, distribute, or use, of a controlled
substance (as defined in section 102 of the
Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802)).

(3) OWNER.—The term ‘‘owner’’ means, with
respect to federally assisted housing, the en-
tity or private person, including a coopera-
tive or public housing agency, that has the
legal right to lease or sublease dwelling
units in such housing.
SEC. 306. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

(a) CONSOLIDATION OF PUBLIC HOUSING ONE
STRIKE PROVISIONS.—Section 6 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (l)(4) and (l)(5)
and the last sentence of subsection (l), and
redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as para-
graphs (4) and (5);

(2) by striking subsection (q); and
(3) by striking subsection (r).
(b) CONSOLIDATION OF SECTION 8 ONE STRIKE

PROVISIONS.—Section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f) is
amended—

(1) by striking subsections (d)(1)(B)(ii) and
(d)(1)(B)(iii), and redesignating clauses (iv)
and (v) as clauses (ii) and (iii); and

(2) by striking subsection (f)(5) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (6) and (7) as paragraphs
(5) and (6), respectively.

(c) CONSOLIDATION OF ONE STRIKE ELIGI-
BILITY PROVISIONS.—Section 16 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 is amended by
striking subsection (e).

TITLE IV—TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS
SEC. 401. REQUIREMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, any provision of this Act or of any
amendment made by this Act that otherwise
provides amounts or makes amounts avail-
able shall be effective only to the extent or
in such amounts as are or have been provided
in advance in appropriation Acts.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT NO. 11: Page 96, strike line 1
and all that follows through page 97, line 22,
and insert the following:

(c) INCOME MIX.—
(1) PHA-WIDE REQUIREMENT.—Of the public

housing dwelling units of a public housing
agency made available for occupancy by eli-
gible families in any fiscal year of the agen-
cy—

(A) not less than 40 percent shall be occu-
pied by families whose incomes do not ex-
ceed 30 percent of the area median income;
and

(B) not less than 90 percent shall be occu-
pied by families whose incomes do not ex-
ceed 60 percent of the area median income.

(2) PROHIBITION OF CONCENTRATION OF LOW-
INCOME FAMILIES.—A public housing agency
may not, in complying with the require-
ments under paragraph (1), concentrate very
low-income families (or other families with
relatively low incomes) in public housing
dwelling units in certain public housing de-
velopments or certain buildings within de-
velopments. The Secretary may review the
income and occupancy characteristics of the
public housing developments, and the build-
ings of such developments, of public housing
agencies to ensure compliance with the pro-
visions of this paragraph.

(3) AREA MEDIAN INCOME.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘area median in-
come’’ means the median income of an area,
as determined by the Secretary with adjust-
ments for smaller and larger families, except
that the Secretary may establish income
ceilings higher or lower than the percentages

specified in this subsection if the Secretary
finds determines that such variations are
necessary because of unusually high or low
family incomes.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT NO. 12: Page 174, line 20, insert
‘‘VERY’’ before ‘‘LOW-INCOME’’.

Page 175, line 11, insert ‘‘very’’ before
‘‘low-income’’.

Page 187, line 5, insert ‘‘VERY’’ before
‘‘LOW-INCOME’’.

Page 187, line 10, insert ‘‘very’’ before
‘‘low-income’’.

Page 187, strike lines 13 through 22 and in-
sert the following:

(b) INCOME TARGETING.—
(1) PHA-WIDE REQUIREMENT.—Of all the

families who initially receive housing assist-
ance under this title from a public housing
agency in any fiscal year of the agency, not
less than 75 percent shall be families whose
incomes do not exceed 30 percent of the area
median income.

(2) AREA MEDIAN INCOME.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘area median in-
come’’ means the median income of an area,
as determined by the Secretary with adjust-
ments for smaller and larger families, except
that the Secretary may establish income
ceilings higher or lower than the percentages
specified in subsection (a) if the Secretary
finds determines that such variations are
necessary because of unusually high or low
family incomes.

Page 205, line 7, insert ‘‘very’’ before ‘‘low-
income’’.

Page 205, line 24, insert ‘‘very’’ before
‘‘low-’’.

Page 211, line 6, insert ‘‘very’’ before ‘‘low-
income’’.

Page 214, line 1, insert ‘‘very’’ before ‘‘low-
income’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

AMENDMENT NO. 13: Page 220, strike line 12
and all that follows through line 12 on page
237 (and redesignate subsequent provisions
and any references to such provisions, and
conform the table of contents, accordingly).

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. KLINK

AMENDMENT NO. 14: Page 335, after line 6,
insert the following new section:
SEC. 709. CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL GOVERN-

MENTS.
The Department of Housing and Urban De-

velopment Act (42 U.S.C. 3531 et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 12 the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENTS RE-

GARDING LOW-INCOME HOUSING ASSISTANCE
FOR MULTIFAMILY HOUSING PROJECTS

‘‘SEC. 13. (a) IN GENERAL.—After the com-
pletion of any selection process regarding
low-income housing assistance, but before
making any new commitment or obligation
for low-income housing assistance for a mul-
tifamily housing project selected for such as-
sistance, the Secretary shall—

‘‘(1) notify the chief executive officer (or
other appropriate official) of the unit of gen-
eral local government in which the housing
to be assisted is located (or to be located) of
such commitment or obligation; and

‘‘(2) pursuant to the request of such unit of
general local government, provide such in-
formation as may reasonably be requested by
such unit of general local government re-
garding the assisted housing project (except
to the extent otherwise prohibited by law)
and consult with representatives of such
local government regarding the assisted
housing project.

This section may not be construed to author-
ize the release of any covered selection infor-
mation during any selection process which is
otherwise prohibited under section 12.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the following definitions shall apply:

‘‘(1) COVERED SELECTION INFORMATION.—The
term ‘covered selection information’ has the
meaning given such term in section 12(e).

‘‘(2) LOW-INCOME HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—The
term ‘low-income housing assistance’ means
any grant, loan, subsidy, guarantee, insur-
ance, or other financial assistance for new or
existing housing provided under a program
administered by the Secretary, under which
occupancy or ownership of some or all of the
dwelling units in the housing assisted is lim-
ited, restricted, or determined (pursuant to
the laws or regulations relating to such as-
sistance) based on the income of the individ-
ual or family occupying or purchasing the
unit.

‘‘(3) MULTIFAMILY HOUSING PROJECT.—The
term ‘multifamily housing project’ means a
property that consists of 5 or more dwelling
units.

‘‘(4) NEW.—The term ‘new’, when used in
reference to the commitment or obligation
of low-income housing assistance for a mul-
tifamily housing project, means that, at the
time such commitment or obligation is
made—

‘‘(A) such project is not receiving such low-
income housing assistance and is not subject
to a contract or agreement under the pro-
gram for such low-income housing assist-
ance; and

‘‘(B) such commitment or obligation is not
made pursuant to the renewal of a previous
contract, obligation, or commitment for
such assistance for such project.

‘‘(5) SELECTION PROCESS.—The term ‘selec-
tion process’ has the meaning given such
term in section 12(e).

‘‘(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
The term ‘unit of general local government’
means any city, town, township, county, par-
ish, village, or other general purpose politi-
cal subdivision of a State.’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. LAZIO

AMENDMENT NO. 15 Page 78, line 22, after
‘‘used’’ insert ‘‘, to the extent or in such
amounts as are or have been provided in ad-
vance in appropriations Acts,’’.

Page 79, after line 19, insert the following
new subsection:

(e) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES FOR INCREASED IN-
COME.—Any public housing agency that de-
rives increased nonrental or rental income,
as referred to in subsection (c)(2)(B) or
(d)(1)(D) of section 204 or pursuant to provi-
sion of mixed-income developments under
section 221(c)(2), may use such amounts for
any eligible activity under paragraph(1) or
(2) of subsection (a) of this section or for pro-
viding choice-based housing assistance under
title III.

Page 116, line 6, after ‘‘used’’ insert ‘‘, to
the extent or in such amounts as are or have
been provided in advance in appropriations
Acts,’’.

Page 137, line 14, strike ‘‘for financial as-
sistance under this title’’ and insert ‘‘under
section 282(1) for use under the capital fund’’.

Page 164, after line 16, insert the following:
(n) TREATMENT OF PREVIOUS SELECTIONS.—

A public housing agency that has been se-
lected to receive amounts under the notice of
funding availability for fiscal year 1996
amounts for the HOPE VI program (provided
under the heading ‘‘PUBLIC HOUSING DEMOLI-
TION, SITE REVITALIZATION, AND REPLACEMENT
HOUSING GRANTS’’ in title II of the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1996 (42 U.S.C. 14371
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note) (enacted as section 101(e) of Omnibus
Consolidated Rescission and Appropriations
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–134; 100 Stat.
1321–269)) may apply to the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development for a waiver
of the total development cost rehabilitation
requirement otherwise applicable under such
program, and the Secretary may waive such
requirement, but only (1) to the extent that
a designated site for use of such amounts
does not have dwelling units that are consid-
ered to be obsolete under Department of
Housing and Urban Development regulations
in effect upon the date of the enactment of
this Act, and (2) if the Secretary determines
that the public housing agency will continue
to comply with the purposes of the program
notwithstanding such waiver.

Page 170, line 24, strike ‘‘bond issued by the
agency’’ and insert ‘‘bonds issued by the
agency or any State or local governmental
agency’’.

Page 171, strike lines 5 though 10 and insert
the following:

With respect to any dwelling unit in a
mixed-finance housing development that is a
low-income dwelling unit for which amounts
from a block grant under this title are used
and that is assisted pursuant to the low-in-
come housing tax credit under section 42 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, the rents
charged to the residents of the unit shall be
determined in accordance with this title, but
shall not in any case exceed the amounts al-
lowable under such section 42.

Page 173, line 24, strike ‘‘and’’ and all that
follows through line 2 on page 174, and insert
a period.

Page 184, strikes line 7 and 8 and insert the
following:

assistance under this title, such sums as may
be necessary for each of fiscal years 1998,
2000, 2001, and 2002 to provide amounts for in-
cremental assistance under this title, for re-
newal of expiring contracts under section 302
of this Act and renewal under this title of ex-
piring contracts for tenant-based rental as-
sistance under section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect before the
effective date of the repeal under section
601(b) of this Act), and for replacement needs
for public housing under title II.

Page 184, line 22, after ‘‘227’’ insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘or the establishment of occupancy
restrictions in accordance with section 658 of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1992’’.

Page 224, strike lines 21 through 25 and in-
sert the following:

(c) RENT POLICY.—A participating jurisdic-
tion shall ensure that the rental contribu-
tions charged to families assisted with
amounts received pursuant to this title—

(1) do not exceed the amount that would be
chargeable under title II to such families
were such families residing in public housing
assisted under such title; or

(2) are established, pursuant to approval by
the Secretary of a proposed rent structure
included in the application under section 406,
at levels that are reasonable and designed to
eliminate any disincentives for members of
the family to obtain employment and attain
economic self-sufficiency.

Page 228, line 18, strike ‘‘section’’ and in-
sert ‘‘title’’.

Page 228, after line 25, insert the following:
(k) COMMUNITY WORK REQUIREMENT.—
(1) APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS FOR

PHA’S.—Except as provided in paragraph (2),
participating jurisdictions, families assisted
with amounts received pursuant to this title,
and dwelling units assisted with amounts re-
ceived pursuant to this title, shall be subject
to the provisions of section 105 to the same
extent that such provisions apply with re-
spect to public housing agencies, families re-

siding in public housing dwelling units and
families assisted under title III, and public
housing dwelling units and dwelling units as-
sisted under title III.

(2) LOCAL COMMUNITY SERVICE ALTER-
NATIVE.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a
participating jurisdiction that, pursuant to
approval by the Secretary of a proposal in-
cluded in the application under section 406,
is carrying out a local program that is de-
signed to foster community service by fami-
lies assisted with amounts received pursuant
to this title.

(l) INCOME TARGETING.—In providing hous-
ing assistance using amounts received pursu-
ant to this title in any fiscal year, a partici-
pating jurisdiction shall ensure that the
number of families having incomes that do
not exceed 30 percent of the area median in-
come that are initially assisted under this
title during such fiscal year is not less than
substantially the same number of families
having such incomes that would be initially
assisted in such jurisdiction during such fis-
cal year under titles II and III pursuant to
sections 222(c) and 321(b)).

Page 233, line 7, after the period insert the
following: ‘‘Upon approving or disapproving
an application under this paragraph, the Sec-
retary shall make such determination pub-
licly available in writing together with a
written statement of the reasons for such de-
termination.’’.

Page 320, line 13, strike the period and in-
sert ‘‘; or’’.

Page 320, after line 13, insert the following:
(C) with respect only to activity engaged

in by the tenant or any member of the ten-
ant’s household, is criminal activity on or
off the premises.

Page 335, after line 6, insert the following
new section:
SEC. 709. PROTECTION OF SENIOR HOMEOWNERS

UNDER REVERSE MORTGAGE PRO-
GRAM.

(a) DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS; PROHIBITION
OF FUNDING OF UNNECESSARY OR EXCESSIVE
COSTS.—Section 255(d) of the National Hous-
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–20(d)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’

at the end;
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as

subparagraph (D); and
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the

following:
‘‘(C) has received full disclosure of all costs

to the mortgagor for obtaining the mort-
gage, including any costs of estate planning,
financial advice, or other related services;
and’’;

(2) in paragraph (9)(F), by striking ‘‘and’’;
(3) in paragraph (10), by striking the period

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(11) have been made with such restric-

tions as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate to ensure that the mortgagor does
not fund any unnecessary or excessive costs
for obtaining the mortgage, including any
costs of estate planning, financial advice, or
other related services; such restrictions shall
include a requirement that the mortgagee
ask the mortgagor about any fees that the
mortgagor has incurred in connection with
obtaining the mortgage and a requirement
that the mortgagee be responsible for ensur-
ing that the disclosures required by sub-
section (d)(2)(C) are made.’’.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—
(1) NOTICE.—The Secretary of Housing and

Urban Development shall, by interim notice,
implement the amendments made by sub-
section (a) in an expeditious manner, as de-
termined by the Secretary. Such notice shall
not be effective after the date of the effec-
tiveness of the final regulations issued under
paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(2) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall, not
later than the expiration of the 90-day period
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this Act, issue final regulations to imple-
ment the amendments made by subsection
(a). Such regulations shall be issued only
after notice and opportunity for public com-
ment pursuant to the provisions of section
553 of title 5, United States Code (notwith-
standing subsections (a)(2) and (b)(B) of such
section.)

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. MCCOLLUM

AMENDMENT NO. 16: Page 327, strike lines 23
through 25, and insert the following new title
after section VII.
SECTION VIII. OCCUPANCY STANDARDS
(a) NATIONAL STANDARD PROHIBITED.—The

Secretary shall not directly or indirectly es-
tablish a national occupancy standard.

(b) STATE STANDARD.—If a State estab-
lishes an occupancy standard, such standard
shall be presumed reasonable for the purpose
of determining familial status discrimina-
tion in residential rental dwellings.

(c) ABSENCE OF STATE STANDARD.—If a
State fails to establish an occupancy stand-
ard, an occupancy standard that is estab-
lished by a housing provider and that is not
in contravention of the guidance enunciated
in the Memorandum from the General Coun-
sel of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development to all regional counsel, of
March 20, 1991, shall be presumed reasonable
for the purpose of determining familial sta-
tus discrimination, except that for purposes
of this section, the paragraph on page 4 of
such memorandum under the heading ‘‘State
and local law’’ shall not apply.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—
(1) OCCUPANCY STANDARD.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘occupancy
standard’’ means a law, regulation, or hous-
ing provider policy that establishes a limit
on the number of residents a housing pro-
vider can manage in a dwelling for any 1 or
more of the following purposes:

(i) Providing a decent home and services
for each resident.

(ii) Enhancing the livability of a dwelling
for all residents, including the dwelling for
each particular resident.

(iii) Avoiding undue physical deterioration
of the dwelling and property.

(B) EXCEPTION.—The term ‘‘occupancy
standard’’ does not include a Federal, State,
or local restriction regarding the maximum
number of persons permitted to occupy a
dwelling for the sole purpose of protecting
the health and safety of the residents of a
dwelling, including building and housing
code provisions.

(2) INFANT.—The term ‘‘infant’’ means a
child who—

(A) is less than 6 months old; and
(B) sleeps in the same bedroom as the

child’s parent, guardian, legal custodian, or
person applying for that status with respect
to that child.

(e) INAPPLICABILITY.—
(1) PURPOSEFUL DISCRIMINATION.—This sec-

tion does not apply to any purposeful dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color, reli-
gion, sex, familial status, handicap, or na-
tional origin.

(2) DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF HANDI-
CAP.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the decision of the United
States Supreme Court set forth in City of
Edmonds, WA v. Oxford House, Inc. (115 S.
Ct. 1776 (1995)).

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. MCCOLLUM

AMENDMENT NO. 17: Page 327, strike lines 23
through 25, and insert the following:
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(a) NATIONAL STANDARD PROHIBITED.—The

Secretary shall not directly or indirectly es-
tablish a national occupancy standard.

(b) STATE STANDARD.—If a State estab-
lishes an occupancy standard, such standard
shall be presumed reasonable for the purpose
of determining familial status discrimina-
tion in residential rental dwelling.

(c) ABSENCE OF STATE STANDARD.—If a
State fails to establish an occupancy stand-
ard, an occupancy standard of 2 persons per
bedroom plus infants that is established by a
housing provider shall be presumed reason-
able for the purpose of determining familial
status discrimination in residential rental
dwellings.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—
(1) OCCUPANCY STANDARD.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘occupancy
standard’’ means a law, regulation, or hous-
ing provider policy that establishes a limit
on the number of residents a housing pro-
vider can manage in a dwelling for any 1 or
more of the following purposes:

(i) Providing a decent home and services
for each resident.

(ii) Enhancing the livability of a dwelling
for all residents, including the dwelling for
each particular resident.

(iii) Avoiding undue physical deterioration
of the dwelling and property.

(B) EXCEPTION.—The term ‘‘occupancy
standard’’ does not include a Federal, State,
or local restriction regarding the maximum
number of persons permitted to occupy a
dwelling for the sole purpose of protecting
the health and safety of the residents of a
dwelling, including building and housing
code provisions.

(2) INFANT.—The term ‘‘infant’’ means a
child who—

(A) is less than 6 months old; and
(B) sleeps in the same bedroom as the

child’s parent, guardian, legal custodian, or
person applying for that status with respect
to that child.

(e) INAPPLICABILITY.—
(1) PURPOSEFUL DISCRIMINATION.—This sec-

tion does not apply to any purposeful dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color, reli-
gion, sex, familial status, handicap, or na-
tional origin.

(2) DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF HANDI-
CAP.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the decision of the United
States Supreme Court set forth in City of
Edmonds, WA v. Oxford House, Inc. (115 S. Ct
1776 (1995)).

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. NADLER

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 184, strike lines 5
through 8 and insert the following:

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
appropriated for providing public housing
agencies with housing assistance under this
title for each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002—

(1) such sums as may be necessary to renew
any contracts for choice-based assistance
under this title or tenant-based assistance
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (as in effect before the repeal
under section 601(b) of this Act) that expire
during such fiscal year, only for use for such
purpose; and

(2) $305,000,000, only for use for incremental
assistance under this title.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. SCHUMER

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 184, strike lines 5
through 8 and insert the following:

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
appropriated for providing public housing
agencies with housing assistance under this
title for each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002—

(1) such sums as may be necessary to renew
any contracts for choice-based assistance
under this title or tenant-based assistance
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (as in effect before the repeal
under section 601(b) of this Act) that expire
during such fiscal year, only for use for such
purpose; and

(2) $305,000,000, only for use for incremental
assistance under this title.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 20: Page 332, after line 2,
insert the following:
SEC. 706. REGIONAL COOPERATION UNDER CDBG

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INITIA-
TIVE.

Section 108(q)(4) (42 U.S.C. 5308(q)(4)) of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon
in subparagraph (C);

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (E); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following:

‘‘(D) when applicable as determined by the
Secretary, the extent of regional cooperation
demonstrated by the proposed plan; and’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 335, after line 6,
insert the following new section:
SEC. 709. HOUSING COUNSELING.

(a) EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY HOMEOWNER-
SHIP COUNSELING.—Section 106(c)(9) of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968
(12 U.S.C. 1701x(c)(9)) is amended by striking
‘‘September 30, 1994’’ and inserting ‘‘Septem-
ber 30, 1999’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF PREPURCHASE AND FORE-
CLOSURE PREVENTION COUNSELING DEM-
ONSTRATION.—Section 106(d)(13) of the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1968 (12
U.S.C. 1701x(d)(12)) is amended by striking
‘‘fiscal year 1994’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal year
1999’’.

(c) NOTIFICATION OF DELINQUENCY ON VET-
ERANS HOME LOANS.—

Subparagraph (C) of section 106(c)(5) of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(C) NOTIFICATION—Notification under sub-
paragraph (A) shall not be required with re-
spect to any loan for which the eligible
homeowner pays the amount overdue before
the expiration of the 45-day period under
subparagraph (B)(ii).’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 40, line 19, strike
‘‘and’’.

Page 40, line 19, insert the following new
subparagraph:

(G) the procedures for coordination with
entities providing assistance to homeless
families in the jurisdiction of the agency;
and

Page 40, line 20, strike ‘‘(G)’’ and insert
‘‘(H)’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 104, line 24, insert
after ‘‘program’’ the following:
‘‘, including a family that includes a member
who is an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence under the Immigration and
Nationality Act who would be entitled to
public benefits but for title IV of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Page 193, line 21, insert
after ‘‘program’’ the following:

‘‘, including a family that includes a member
who is an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence under the Immigration and
Nationality Act who would be entitled to
public benefits but for title IV of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996’’.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 25: Page 244, strike line 1
and all that follows through line 8 on page
254, and insert the following:

Subtitle C—Public Housing Management
Assessment Program

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 26: Page 57, strike lines 14
through 22 and insert the following:

(b) EXCLUSION FROM ADMINISTRATIVE PRO-
CEDURE OF GRIEVANCES CONCERNING EVIC-
TIONS FROM PUBLIC HOUSING INVOLVING
HEALTH, SAFETY, OR PEACEFUL ENJOYMENT.—
A public housing agency may exclude from
its procedure established under subsection
(a) any grievance, in any jurisdiction which
requires that prior to eviction, a tenant be
given a hearing in court, which the Sec-
retary determines provides the basic ele-
ments of due process (which the Secretary
shall establish by rule under section 553 of
title 5, United States Code), concerning an
eviction from or termination of tenancy in
public housing that involves any activity
that threatens the health, safety, or right to
peaceful enjoyment of the premises of other
tenants or employees of the public housing
agency or any drug-related criminal activity
on or off such premises.

H.R. 2
OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA

AMENDMENT NO. 27: Page 25, line 21, strike
‘‘COMMUNITY WORK AND’’.

Page 25, strike line 23 and all that follows
through page 27, line 10.

Page 32, line 2, strike ‘‘subsection (a) and’’.
Page 33, line 3, strike ‘‘COMMUNITY WORK

AND’’.
Page 33, line 6, strike ‘‘community work

and’’.
Page 33, strike line 23 and all that follows

through page 34, line 2.
Page 34, strike lines 23 and 24.

H.R. 867
OFFERED BY: MR. BURTON

AMENDMENT NO. 1: In section 475(5)(E) of
the Social Security Act, as proposed to be
added by section 3(a) of the bill—

(1) add ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i);
(2) strike ‘‘; or’’ at the end of clause (ii)

and insert a period followed by close
quotation marks and a period; and

(3) strike clause (iii).
H.R. 867

OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Add at any appropriate
place the following:

‘‘In making adoptive or foster parent
placements, the state or appropriate entity
shall make efforts to ensure that such pro-
spective adoptive or foster parent is sen-
sitive to the child’s ethnic background.’’

H.R. 867
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Add at any appropriate
place the following:
SEC. PRIORITY IN PROVIDING SUBSTANCE

ABUSE TREATMENT
Section 1927 of the Public Health Service

Act (42 U.S.C. 300x-27) is amended—
(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND

CARETAKER PARENTS’’ AFTER
‘‘WOMEN’’, and

(2) in subsection (a)—
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(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘and all caretaker parents

who are referred for treatment by the State
or local child welfare agency’’ after ‘‘referred
for’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘is given’’ and inserting
‘‘are given’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)—
(i) by striking ‘‘such women’’ and inserting

‘‘such pregnant women and caretaker par-
ents’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘the women’’ and inserting
‘‘the pregnant women and caretaker par-
ents’’.

H.R. 867
OFFERED BY: MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Add at any appropriate
place the following:
SEC. CRIMINAL RECORDS CHECKS FOR PRO-

SPECTIVE FOSTER AND ADOPTIVE
PARENTS AND GROUP CARE STAFF

Section 471(a) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 671(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (18), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (19), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(20) provides procedures for criminal

records checks and checks of a State’s child
abuse registry for any prospective foster par-
ent or adoptive parent, and any employee of
a child-care institution before the foster care
or adoptive parent, or the child-care institu-
tion may be finally approved for placement
of a child on whose behalf foster care main-
tenance payments or adoption assistance
payments are to be made under the State
plan under this part, including procedures
requiring that—

‘‘(A) in any case in which a criminal record
check reveals a criminal conviction for child
abuse or neglect, or spousal abuse, a crimi-
nal conviction for crimes against children,
or a criminal conviction for a crime involv-
ing violence, including rape, sexual or other
assault, or homicide, approval shall be grant-
ed; and

‘‘(B) in any case in which a criminal record
check reveals a criminal conviction for a fel-
ony or misdemeanor not involving violence,
or a check of any State child abuse registry
indicates that a substantiated report of
abuse or neglect, final approval may be
granted only after consideration of the na-
ture of the offense or incident, the length of
time that has elapsed since the commission
of the offense or the occurrence of the inci-
dent, the individual’s life experiences during
the period since the commission of the of-
fense or the occurrence of the incident, and
any risk to the child.’’.

H.R. 867
OFFERED BY: MRS. MORELLA

AMENDMENT NO. 5: At the end of the bill,
add the following:
SEC. KINSHIP CARE DEMONSTRATION

PROJECTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part E of title IV of the

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 670–679) is
amended by inserting after section 477 the
following:
‘‘SEC. 478. KINSHIP CARE DEMONSTRATION

PROJECTS.
‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section

is to allow and encourage States to develop
effective alternatives to foster care for chil-
dren who might be eligible for foster care but
who have adult relatives who can provide
safe and appropriate care for the child.

‘‘(b) DEMONSTRATION AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary may authorize any State to conduct a
demonstration project designed to determine
whether it is feasible to establish kinship
care as an alternative to foster care for a
child who—

‘‘(1) has been removed from home as a re-
sult of a judicial determination that con-
tinuation in the home would be contrary to
the welfare of the child;

‘‘(2) would otherwise be placed in foster
care; and

‘‘(3) has adult relatives willing to provide
safe and appropriate care for the child.

‘‘(c) KINSHIP CARE DEFINED.—As used in
this section, the term ‘kinship care’ means
safe and appropriate care (including long-
term care) of a child by 1 or more adult rel-
atives of the child who have legal custody of
the child, or physical custody of the child
pending transfer to the adult relative of
legal custody of the child.

‘‘(d) PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.—In my dem-
onstration project authorized to be con-
ducted under this section, the State—

‘‘(1) should examine the provision of alter-
native financial and service supports to fam-
ilies providing kinship care; and

‘‘(2) shall establish such procedures as may
be necessary to assure the safety of children
who are placed in kinship care.

‘‘(e) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
may waive compliance with any requirement
of this part which (if applied) would prevent
a State from carrying out a demonstration
project under this section or prevent the
State from effectively achieving the purpose
of such a project, except that the Secretary
may not waive—

‘‘(1) any provision of section 422(b)(10), sec-
tion 479, or this section; or

‘‘(2) any provision of this part, to the ex-
tent that the waiver would impair the enti-
tlement of any qualified child or family to
benefits under a State plan approved under
this part.

‘‘(f) PAYMENTS TO STATES; COST NEUTRAL-
ITY.—In lieu of any payment under section
473 for expenses incurred by a State during a
quarter with respect to a demonstration
project authorized to be conducted under
this section, the Secretary shall pay to the
State an amount equal to the total amount
that would be paid to the State for the quar-
ter under this part, in the absence of the
project, with respect to the children and
families participating in the project.

‘‘(g) USE OF FUNDS.—A State may use funds
paid under this section for any purpose relat-
ed to the provision of services and financial
support for families participating in a dem-
onstration project under this section.

‘‘(h) DURATION OF PROJECT.—A demonstra-
tion project under this section may be con-
ducted for not more than 5 years.

‘‘(i) APPLICATION.—Any State seeking to
conduct a demonstration project under this
section shall submit to the Secretary an ap-
plication, in such form as the Secretary may
require, which includes—

‘‘(1) a description of the proposed project,
the geographic area in which the proposed
project would be conducted, the children or
families who would be served by the proposed
project, the procedures to be used to assure
the safety of such children, and the services
which would be provided by the proposed
project (which shall provide, where appro-
priate, for random assignment of children
and families to groups served under the
project and to control groups);

‘‘(2) a statement of the period during which
the proposed project would be conducted, and
how, at the termination of the project, the
safety and stability of the children and fami-
lies who participated in the project will be
protected;

‘‘(3) a discussion of the benefits that are
expected from the proposed project (com-
pared to a continuation of activities under
the State plan approved under this part);

‘‘(4) an estimate of the savings to the State
of the proposed project;

‘‘(5) a statement of program requirements
for which waivers would be needed to permit
the proposed project to be conducted;

‘‘(6) a description of the proposed evalua-
tion design; and

‘‘(7) such additional information as the
Secretary may require.

‘‘(j) STATE EVALUATIONS AND REPORTS.—
Each State authorized to conduct a dem-
onstration project under this section shall—

‘‘(1) obtain an evaluation by an independ-
ent contractor of the effectiveness of the
project, using an evaluation design approved
by the Secretary which provides for—

‘‘(A) comparison of outcomes for children
and families (and groups of children and fam-
ilies) under the project, and such outcomes
under the State plan approved under this
part, for purposes of assessing the effective-
ness of the project in achieving program
goals; and

‘‘(B) any other information that the Sec-
retary may require;

‘‘(2) obtain an evaluation by an independ-
ent contractor of the effectiveness of the
State in assuring the safety of the children
participating in the project; and

‘‘(3) provide interim and final evaluation
reports to the Secretary, at such times and
in such manner as the Secretary may re-
quire.

‘‘(k) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—Not later
than 4 years after the date of the enactment
of this section, the Secretary shall submit to
the Congress a report that contains the rec-
ommendations of the Secretary for changes
in law with respect to kinship care and
placements.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) in section 422(b)—
(A) by striking the period at the end of the

paragraph (9) (as added by section 544(3) of
the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994
(Public Law 103–382; 108 Stat. 4057)) and in-
serting a semicolon;

(B) by redesignating paragraph (10) as
paragraph (11); and

(C) by redesignating paragraph (9), as
added by section 202(a)(3) of the Social Secu-
rity Act Amendments of 1994 (Public Law
103–432, 108 Stat. 4453), as paragraph (10);

(2) in sections 424(b), 425(a), and 472(d), by
striking ‘‘422(b)(9)’’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘422(b)(10)’’; and

(3) in section 471(a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (17);
(B) by striking the period at the end of

paragraph (18) (as added by section 1808(a) of
the Small Business Job Protection Act of
1996 (Public Law 104–188; 110 Stat. 1903)) and
inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by redesignating paragraph (18) (as
added by section 505(3) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193;
110 Stat. 2278)) as paragraph (19).

H.R. 867
OFFERED BY: MR. TIAHRT

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Strike the matter pro-
posed to be added by section 3(a)(3) of the bill
and insert the following:

‘‘(E) in the case of a child who has been in
foster care under the responsibility of the
State during 12 of the most recent 18 months,
and a child in such foster care who has not
attained 13 years of age (or such greater age
as the State may establish) and with respect
whom reasonable efforts of the type de-
scribed in section 471(a)(15)(A)(i) are discon-
tinued or not made, the State shall seek to
terminate all parental rights with respect to
the child, unless—

‘‘(i) at the option of the State, the child is
being cared for by a relative; or

‘‘(ii) a State court or State agency has doc-
umented a compelling reason for determin-
ing that filing such a petition would not be
in the best interests of the child.’’.
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